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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

Rev. Alberto Delgado, Alpha and
Omega Church, Miami, Florida, offered
the following prayer:

Father, we worship Your holy name.

In the Bible You command the
church to always pray and give thanks
for those who are in authority.

The United States and the whole
world are now experiencing difficult
times; because of it, confusion and fear
reign in the hearts of many.

Father, we have total confidence that
You will stretch forth Your hand upon
America. This great country of ours
will defeat the present crisis, will enter
a new level of prosperity, and will con-
tinue to be the example and the
strength of the free world.

Father, right now I decree a blessing
upon the Congress of the TUnited
States. I pray that Your Holy Spirit
may fall upon each man and each
woman present, that they may be illu-
minated with Godly wisdom as they
enter legislation. May Your blessings
be also upon their personal lives and
their families.

In Jesus’ name we pray. Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the

point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

WELCOMING REV. ALBERTO M.
DELGADO

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct pleasure and privilege to be able
to welcome Pastor Alberto Delgado to
the House of Representatives. Pastor
Delgado and his wife, Mariam, also a
wonderful religious leader, are pillars
of strength, faith, and good works in
south Florida.

Their church, Alpha and Omega
Church with more than 5,000 members,
is a sanctuary which opens its doors to
over 2,000 worshipers per service, with
services in both English and Spanish.
It is a place of miracles, where, as Pas-
tor Delgado always reminds the faith-
ful, everything is possible with faith
and where the family and the word of
God are revered.

The ministries of Alpha and Omega
Church have already spread to other
States in this great and generous land,

and to other countries as well, includ-
ing Cuba, Guatemala, Argentina, Mex-
ico, Nicaragua, and Belize. And the
work of Pastor Delgado never stops.

Welcome to the United States Con-
gress, Alberto and Mariam. It is an
honor to have you here. Thank you for
all that you do.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAS-
TOR of Arizona). The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 further requests for 1-
minute speeches on each side of the
aisle.

—————

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
we in this body will deliver a health
care reform package and fulfill our and
the President’s promise to America.
That makes this a special time to be in
the Congress, and it is a great privilege
to be a member of one of the main
committees that has responsibility for
this product.

Although there is still a need to im-
prove on some measurements, because
of the public plan and exchange, the
improvements in Medicare, Medicaid
and SCHIP, the mandates for coverage,
a robust benefits package, account-
ability care organizations and medical
homes, and the provisions already in-
cluded to reduce health disparities, our
Nation will be a fairer and more just
country and we will not only save
money, but we will be a more produc-
tive and competitive nation as well.

We must not let the cost today stand
in the way of our destined and future
greatness. A significant investment in
health care will reap savings in the
not-too-distant future. Let’s make sure
that quality, comprehensive, and cul-
turally and linguistically appropriate
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health care is available and accessible
to every person living in this country,
in the 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and all of the offshore areas or ter-
ritories. Let’s make sure that universal
health care is universal health care.

———

REPUBLICANS ADVOCATE
QUALITY HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, House Republicans are offer-
ing positive solutions to our Nation’s
health care system. We are standing up
for individual choice, preserving the
all-important doctor-patient relation-
ship, and giving families more re-
sources and more of their own money
to afford quality health care.

Our Democrat colleagues have aban-
doned any sense of bipartisan coopera-
tion. That is why their health care pro-
posals currently amount to a $1 trillion
big government takeover. Republicans
are proposing tax relief for families
and small businesses who are strug-
gling to afford health care. We want to
empower States and small businesses
to band together for affordable insur-
ance options. Rather than copy a failed
central planning big government sys-
tem, we are committed to weeding out
waste, fraud and abuse.

Republicans are hard at work devel-
oping a set of patient-first health care
reforms. We encourage our Democrat
colleagues to join us in defending pa-
tient choice and quality care against
the rationed care of a big government
health care takeover.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———

COST CONTAINMENT FOR HEALTH
CARE REFORM

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, in our
health care reform, our aspiration
ought to be to give Americans the
health care that people get at the
Mayo Clinic, and nothing less. We can
do this even though this sounds like a
high bar because at the Mayo Clinic
they provide cost-effective health care.
Medicare spends about $6,700 a year in
Rochester, Minnesota. In other places
in the country, it is over twice that. In
one town in Texas, it is $14,000 a year.

We need in our health care plan to
provide quality medical care, choice of
medical care, and cost-effective med-
ical care. That’s why in our bill we are
going to need to insist on measures of
peer profiling for physicians, critical
protocols to make sure that quality
happens, and reward for physicians for
high quality. When we do this, patients
will have the same quality as the Mayo
Clinic and the same cost as the Mayo
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Clinic to the American taxpayer. That
is a good deal. We have to make sure
that cost containment is part of our
health care plan.

———

HONORING PRIVATE FIRST CLASS
PETER CROSS

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Pri-
vate First Class Peter Kyle Cross want-
ed to be a missionary, but he decided
he needed to mature a little bit first,
s0 he joined the United States Army in
August, 2008. He was born in Texas, but
he and his family later moved to New
York.

Private First Class Cross was de-
ployed to Afghanistan in February
with the 10th Mountain Division of
New York. Private First Class Cross
and his unit were out on patrol, and he
went to get supplies for his fellow sol-
diers. Returning to platoon, driving on
a narrow mountain pass, he saw a
group of Afghan children herding sheep
on the road. Peter swerved his Humvee
to avoid hitting the kids and went off
the side of the mountain. Peter Cross
was 20 years of age.

This young American soldier’s first
instinct was to sacrifice his life for a
group of children he did not know in a
land far from home. Peter’s father said
of his son’s sacrifice: ‘‘His last act in
life showed what kind of man he was,
selflessly thinking of others.”’

Last week, the governor of New York
ordered all flags flown at half staff in
honor of this Texan and New Yorker,
Peter Cross. Amazing breed these
young bucks of the United States
Army.

And that’s just the way it is.
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PRIMARY CARE

(Ms. SCHWARTZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I rise today to ad-
dress the importance of primary care
and comprehensive health care reform.
As we move towards creating a unique-
ly American solution in which all
Americans have access to affordable,
meaningful, stable health coverage, we
must remember that insurance alone
means little if patients do not have
adequate access to health care pro-
viders and services.

Primary care providers are on the
front line of the health care system
treating acute and chronic problems,
preventing diseases, and keeping costly
conditions from worsening. And yet,
despite this essential role, it is primary
care where we face the most acute pro-
vider shortages.

Fewer and fewer medical students are
choosing primary care. Since 1998, the
percentage of internal medicine resi-
dents declined from 50 percent to 20
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percent. By 2025, America will have a
shortage of 46,000 primary care pro-
viders.

I have introduced the Preserving Pa-
tient Access to Primary Care Act. My
proposal takes a comprehensive ap-
proach to addressing this problem, bol-
stering our primary care workforce and
improving primary care services, pro-
viding scholarships and loan repay-
ments, increasing payments for doc-
tors, and eliminating copayments for
Medicare beneficiaries seeking prevent-
ative care.

I encourage all these provisions to be
included in health care reform.

———
NO SECOND STIMULUS

(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, I join
the majority of Americans who found
themselves in utter disbelief yesterday
when they heard the majority leader
say that this Congress might need to
consider a second stimulus package.
After the first stimulus package has
proved to be a failure in stabilizing the
economy and mitigating unemploy-
ment, the best solution the Iliberal
leadership in the House can propose is
to continue on this reckless spending
spree.

At present, we are spending $100 mil-
lion a day on interest on the first stim-
ulus, and yet unemployment has now
reached 9.5 percent. This first stimulus
has proved to be nothing more than a
tool to fund a broad-sweeping social
agenda that has been on the shelf for
years. The Vice President said we mis-
read the economy. Well, Mr. BIDEN, not
one Republican in this House misread
it because none of us voted for it.

If we really want to stimulate the
economy, we should immediately cut
marginal tax rates for all and provide
emergency tax relief to the very enti-
ties that employ 70 percent of those
employed—small businesses.

The American people have had
enough of the tax-and-spend mentality
of Congress.

——

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Every week my office in
San Bernardino, California, receives
phone calls from constituents seeking
assistance for their health care needs.

The cost of health care is flying
through the roof. American families
are struggling to pay premiums that
are going up three times faster than
the wages. The health care system is
broken. This is not just disturbing, this
is inhumane and un-American when
you’re being denied health care or
can’t get the health care coverage you
need.

In my district, local small businesses
are faced with choosing between offer-
ing health care coverage to employees



July 8, 2009

or closing their doors. I met with local
health care leaders in my district.
Among other problems, we are seeing
sharp increases in emergency room use.
If we don’t have the health coverage,
then we, the taxpayers, will end up
picking up the cost.

Rising unemployment rates lead to
higher numbers of uninsured and sharp
declines of normal doctor visits. No one
should be denied; they should be able
to have access to health care.

Health care reform will not be an
easy task. We must act on behalf of the
American families that we represent. 1
urge my colleagues to give American
families peace of mind again by work-
ing towards a true health care reform.

————
KENNY CALLAHAN ACT

(Mr. ROGERS of Alabama asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to discuss H.R. 2881, the
Kenny Callahan Act, a bill I recently
introduced.

Kenny Callahan was a friend and a
cameraman in a local TV station in
east Alabama. Recently, he was diag-
nosed with pancreatic cancer in De-
cember of 2008 and died less than 2
months later.

Kenny worked two jobs to support his
family, but when he got sick, he
couldn’t work any longer. Given only a
short time to live, he could not outlive
the waiting period required to receive
Social Security and Medicare benefits.
This bill, named for Kenny, would
eliminate the waiting period for Social
Security and Medicare benefits for
folks diagnosed with terminal illness.

This legislation is about starting a
compassionate conversation to help
these people and their families. It’s
about a moral obligation to help those
most vulnerable in our communities.

If ending the disability waiting peri-
ods for everyone is not included in the
health care reform package, at a min-
imum, it should be eliminated for the
terminally ill.

I ask my colleagues to support this
bill.

———
ENERGY WRAP-UP

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
last week, the House took an extraor-
dinary first step by creating jobs in the
form of unleashing a new generation of
energy technology built right here in
America.

Whether we agree on any other issue,
each of us is committed to keeping this
country safe, and the American Clean
Energy and Security Act is essential to
our national security.

The bill that passed the House marks
a critical first step to creating clean
energy incentives that will spur the de-
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velopment of new technologies, create
jobs, and fuel our economic national
recovery.

While I was home last week in south
Florida, I had the chance to meet with
Yann Brandt and his colleagues at Ad-
vanced Green Technologies. As a solar
panel designer and distributor, AGT is
on the cutting edge of alternative en-
ergy technologies and is creating jobs
as we speak. That’s exactly the kind of
innovative local business this legisla-
tion will support.

I am confident that Florida can be a
national leader, as well as the rest of
the country, on clean energy tech-
nology. This bill gives our business
leaders the tools they need to create
jobs and compete in the next great
American industry.

———

LET THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
CHOOSE THEIR HEALTH CARE

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, as the
American people struggle to make ends
meet, too many also live with the chal-
lenge of affording basic health care for
themselves and their families.

Republicans want to make high-qual-
ity health care coverage affordable and
accessible for every American and let
those who like their current health
care coverage Keep it. Republicans sup-
port health care reform that puts pa-
tients and their health first and pro-
tects the important doctor-patient re-
lationship.

Democrats are pushing for a govern-
ment takeover of health care that
would have devastating consequences
for families and small businesses. A
government takeover of health care
will raise taxes, ration care, and let
government bureaucrats make deci-
sions that should be made by families
and their doctors.

Republicans want to empower doc-
tors and patients by making health
care more affordable, more accessible,
and more accountable. The American
people deserve the peace of mind that
comes with knowing they have the
health care their families need when
they need it.

We cannot allow politicians and spe-
cial interests to stand between patients
and the care they need. The American
people deserve the freedom to choose
the health care that is best for them
and their families.

———

GEOGRAPHIC DISPARITIES

(Mr. WALZ asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people know very clearly that
health care reform must happen, and it
must happen now. They also know that
it must transcend politics. This isn’t a
Republican or a Democratic issue.
They know that crippling costs are
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hurting our families, hurting our busi-
nesses, and hurting our Nation. By the
end of today, and the close of business
in this House, 14,000 of our fellow citi-
zens will lose their health care cov-
erage.

Reforming health care must have at
its base reforming how we do Medicare
formulas. My home district is home to
the Mayo Clinic. As you heard my col-
league speak earlier, providing high-
quality care at a low price is the hall-
mark of the Mayo Clinic. But because
of the way Medicare payments are now
figured today, the Mayo Clinic and oth-
ers who provide high-quality care at
low cost are penalized. We can change
the mix in the index by making sure
Medicare physician fee formulas meas-
ure quality.

I urge my colleagues, Republican and
Democrats, to make this the hallmark.
Make the Mayo model the model for
this country, and we will get high-qual-
ity, low-cost care that will strengthen
our Nation.

——————

HEALTH CARE

(Mr. REICHERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, just
days after the 4th of July events that
celebrate our freedom, it’s ironic that
Congress will begin consideration of a
health care proposal that threatens the
freedom to choose and keep the health
care we want and we need.

Health care is not about bureaucrat
systems. It’s about people. It’s about
patients. It’s about life and death.
Quality health care is the foundation
for our children to grow and prosper
and for our seniors to enjoy com-
fortable retirements.

We can all agree that our health care
system must be transformed, but a $1.6
trillion proposal that puts government
bureaucrats between doctors and pa-
tients, raises health care costs for fam-
ilies, taxes our health care plans, and
reduces choices is not the answer to en-
sure that our health care system re-
mains focused on people.

——————

HONORING TOM WILLS

(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this morning to mark the retirement of
a man who has been a true institution
of my hometown over the last 40 years.

In an era where loyalty is fleeting
and in an industry that is constantly
changing, the people of Louisville are
grateful that Tom Wills dedicated his
career to serving our community.

It was 1969 when Tom came to Louis-
ville to work as WAVE 3 TV’s mete-
orologist. In the decades since, Tom
has been there for Louisvillians
through it all. Whether it was the 1974
tornado, the snowstorm of 1994, or the
ice storm this past winter, Tom’s reas-
suring voice has been a fixture on tele-
visions throughout Louisville.
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We in Louisville are grateful to have
had Tom walk us through every sunny
day and every rainy night. After four
decades, I am proud to join all of Lou-
isville in thanking him for his service
and wishing him the best as he moves
on to a well-deserved retirement.

AN ECONOMIC LIFE-SAVER

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. economy shed 467,000 jobs in June,
yet the economic climate would have
been worse without the economic re-
covery legislation we passed in Feb-
ruary. One leading independent econo-
mist reported last week that our stim-
ulus measures prevented the loss of
some 500,000 jobs in the last 3 months
alone.

Many State and local governments,
retailers, and service-providing em-
ployers have been able to save thou-
sands of jobs that otherwise would
have vanished without money provided
in the stimulus package to commu-
nities and consumers. As a result of
our action, the legislation’s broad ap-
proach will leave the unemployment
rate 2 percentage points lower by the
end of next year. The stimulus impact
has and continues to be an economic
lifesaver for families all across this
country.

CZARS

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KINGSTON. You know, we have
all heard about czarist Russia. Over a
300-year period of time, Russia had 18
czars. Now, America has had czars,
too—Ronald Reagan had one, George
Bush had one, Bill Clinton had three,
George W. Bush had four. This Presi-
dency has 27—and maybe even as high
as 33, nobody even knows—czars for all
kinds of things like compensation, reg-
ulatory reform, terrorism, Guanta-
namo Bay, automobiles.

And who are these people? Well, we
don’t know, because even though the
Constitution calls for the U.S. Senate
to approve powerful people in powerful
positions—and, indeed, they vote on
hundreds of appointees—the czars go
around this process. Now, they get paid
$172,000 each and they all have staffs.
We are spending millions of dollars on
people who have not been vetted by the
U.S. Senate. We do not know who they
are or what they are doing.

Why won’t the President use trans-
parency and have these people come
before the Senate and talk to them?
Why are they so smart, and why do you
have to have duplication of already ex-
isting Cabinet jobs?
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VIETNAM’S CONTINUING DIS-
REGARD FOR CIVIL, POLITICAL,
AND RELIGIOUS LIBERTIES

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today ex-
tremely frustrated and concerned over
the continued arrest of pro-democracy
dissidents inside Vietnam.

The Government of Vietnam con-
tinues to persecute journalists,
bloggers, and other individuals who
simply speak out against human rights
abuses in the country of Vietnam. Yes-
terday I learned that Mr. Nguyen Tien
Trung, another young and prominent
dissident, was arrested by the Govern-
ment of Vietnam. Mr. Trung is the
leader of the Movement Democratic
Youth, a group that mobilizes young
people to demand change in the polit-
ical regime in Vietnam. The recent ar-
rests of lawyer Le Cong Dinh and
Nguyen Tien further demonstrate Viet-
nam’s continuing disregard for basic
civil, political, and religious liberties.

I urge my colleagues to speak out on
behalf of these brave men and women
who are now imprisoned in Vietnam.
Please join me in urging the Depart-
ment of State to place Vietnam back
on the Countries of Particular Concern
list.

———

APPROPRIATION BILLS UNDER
CLOSED RULES: BAD PROCESS
LEADS TO BAD POLICY

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in protest of the way we’re han-
dling appropriation bills this year.

Traditionally, appropriation bills
have come to the floor under an open
rule, allowing Members to offer as
many amendments as they would like
as long as they give notice of such
amendments. Now we have this year a
process of closed rules, where appro-
priation bills are brought to the floor
under structured rules. Members are
limited in the number of amendments
they can bring forward. And we’re told
that we need to do this because Mem-
bers will offer so many amendments
that it will slow the process down.

But when you have bills come to the
floor with literally in some cases more
than a thousand earmarks that have
not been vetted by anybody, and obvi-
ously the Appropriations Committee is
not vetting these earmarks, then we
should have a process where people on
the floor can at least see what’s in
these bills. We’re not allowed to do
that. We are bringing a bill to the floor
today with just a few amendments that
will be allowed to be offered.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to
do this. We are told that people don’t
care about process. Perhaps they don’t.
But bad process leads to bad policy.
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COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

(Ms. CASTOR of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to inform the House that
the economic recovery plan is working
in my district.

Yesterday, I was at the Johnny Ruth
Clark Community Health Center in
South St. Petersburg, Florida, where
we made the announcement that $1
million will go to expand that commu-
nity health center. That community
health center is the lifeline for that
community, for the neighbors and busi-
nesses in that community. It’s going to
allow them to build new patient exam
rooms. This $1 million grant comes on
the heels of a half million dollar grant
that will allow them to hire new doc-
tors, nurses, and medical professionals,
very important because our commu-
nity health centers are the places
where folks receive quality, affordable
health care.

Fortunately, in our health care re-
form bill, we are going to make an ad-
ditional investment in our community
health centers. They are the lifelines
to our communities. This is one of the
only ways we’re going to make quality
health care affordable and convenient
for families and small businesses
throughout our neighborhoods.

———

HONORING PRIVATE FIRST CLASS
STEVEN DREES

(Mr. KAGEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
deep sense of sadness that I express my
sincere condolences to the family,
friends, and community of Peshtigo,
Wisconsin’s native son Steven Drees,
who was killed in action in Afghani-
stan on June 28 while serving his coun-
try in Operation Enduring Freedom.

Private First Class Drees’ enlistment
began on July 25, 2008. He was assigned
to D Company, 2nd Battalion, 12th In-
fantry Regiment, 4th Infantry Division
out of Fort Carson, Colorado. Fre-
quently decorated, he counted among
his awards three Bronze Stars and a
Purple Heart.

When any soldier falls, we mourn col-
lectively and we pray as one people.
And when we lose one of our very
youngest soldiers so close to home, we
are especially aggrieved.

Nothing can replace what Steve’s
family has lost, but if it’s any consola-
tion, let it be remembered that Private
First Class Steven Drees remained du-
tiful and brave at all times and that he
was a loyal United States soldier. That
such a young man could serve so self-
lessly is a tribute to the nobility and
fortitude of the people of Peshtigo, the
people of Wisconsin, and the citizens of
these United States.

Steven will never be forgotten.
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HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, a few years ago
on a Mother’s Day Sunday, my daugh-
ter got a cut on her face and was bleed-
ing. So I took her to the emergency
room. She got a Band-Aid and some an-
tiseptic cream. It was a $350 bill.

A couple years later, I took my son
to Central Oregon with me on a con-
ference. He jumped from the bed to the
fireplace in the hotel, missed his land-
ing, split his lip. I took him to the
emergency room. He got three stitches.
He got good treatment. The bill was for
$850.

Why do three stitches cost $850 or a
Band-Aid $350?

Those 49 million uninsured people in
America, we are already paying for
their health care; but it’s through the
dumbest way that we can, through ex-
pensive products for some of us, even
though I have insurance. And what we
do need now is change in our health
care system so that we cover those un-
insured because it’s not only the right
thing to do; it is the smart thing to do
so that we don’t have $350 bandages and
$850 stitches.

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2965, ENHANCING SMALL
BUSINESS RESEARCH AND INNO-
VATION ACT OF 2009

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 610 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 610

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2965) to amend
the Small Business Act with respect to the
Small Business Innovation Research Pro-
gram and the Small Business Technology
Transfer Program, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived except those
arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour, with 40 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business and 20 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
In lieu of the amendment recommended by
the Committee on Science and Technology
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Small Busi-
ness now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute are waived except
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those arising under clause 10 of rule XXI.
Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule XVIII, no
amendment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. The proponent of any such amend-
ment may modify its amendatory instruc-
tions before the question is put thereon. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. The Chair may entertain a motion
that the Committee rise only if offered by
the chair of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness or her designee. The Chair may not en-
tertain a motion to strike out the enacting
words of the bill (as described in clause 9 of
rule XVIII).

SEC. 3. During consideration of H.R. 2965,
the Chair may reduce to two minutes the
minimum time for electronic voting under
clause 6 of rule XVIII and clauses 8 and 9 of
rule XX.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina, Dr. Foxx. All
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members be
given 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on House
Resolution 610.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

House Resolution 610 provides for
consideration of H.R. 2965, the Enhanc-
ing Small Business Research and Inno-
vation Act of 2009, under a structured
rule. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate with 40 minutes con-
trolled by the Committee on Small
Business and 20 minutes controlled by
the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology. The rule makes in order five
amendments printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report. The amendments are de-
batable for 10 minutes each, except for
the manager’s amendment, which is de-
batable for 30 minutes. The rule pro-
vides one motion to recommit, with or
without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 610 and the under-
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lying bill, H.R. 2965, the Enhancing
Small Business Research and Innova-
tion Act, which reauthorizes the Small
Businesses Innovation Research Pro-
gram and the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer Program.

Programs such as these, programs
that successfully create high-wage jobs
and ensure our Nation’s technological
competitive advantage in wide areas
from software to defense to medicine,
are vital, particularly in light of our
economic climate.

On behalf of my constituents in Colo-
rado whose businesses have prospered
as a result of this program, I thank my
friend from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ALTMIRE) for crafting this legislation. I
also thank Chairwoman VELAZQUEZ and
Chairman GORDON and their staffs for
their hard work and efforts to bring
this bill in a timely fashion before us
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives. With the Small Business Inno-
vation and Research Program exten-
sion set to expire at the end of this
month, these committees have care-
fully debated this legislation and with
deliberate speed have brought us a bill
that is an improvement over existing
programs and is deserving of swift pas-
sage by this body.

Since its inception in 1982, the SBIR
has made awards to more than 94,000
projects totaling over $20.7 billion of
funding for small businesses. The SBIR
program was conceived to help small
innovative businesses access Federal
research and development funding that
creates jobs and allows Federal agen-
cies to benefit from the ingenuity of
private industry. SBIR’s companion,
the Small Business Technology Trans-
fer Program, which began in 1992, goes
further by incorporating nonprofit re-
search institutes. This public-private
partnership program is a success story
that’s not only created jobs but has
also yielded dividends for the Federal
agencies that sponsor the program.
Americans can be proud that Federal
resources have been leveraged to create
innovations that have benefited 11 Fed-
eral agencies that have SBIR pro-
grams, including the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the Department of En-
ergy, and the Department of Defense.
The research and development of new
technologies and processes that is com-
pleted by private companies have cre-
ated efficiency in the Departments
that sponsor SBIR while freeing the re-
sources and staffs for projects that are
essential to the agency’s mission, mak-
ing our Nation safer and our citizens
healthier.

Mr. Speaker, the success of this pro-
gram is clear. One need only look to
the patents that have resulted from
SBIR awards or the 1.5 million Ameri-
cans employed by SBIR program par-
ticipant companies to get a sense of
the real value of this program.
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Less tangible but equally important
are the other benefits of this program.
Across the country, communities have
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enjoyed the economic impact of invest-
ment in small business. The projects of
SBIR participants have resulted in not
only high-wage, direct research em-
ployment but also have generated man-
ufacturing jobs right here in this coun-
try and a host of support industry jobs.

In my State of Colorado, the synergy
of Federal labs, small business, and
academia has driven economic growth
in good times and in bad, and acted as
a stabilizing effect in the hard times.
In my district, as a result of SBIR par-
ticipation, Boulder-based Tech-X Cor-
poration has created 58 high-paying
jobs that earn $453,000 from sales and
licensing of advanced software that’s
used in private industry as well as
NASA, the Department of Energy, and
the Department of Defense.

The legislation before us reauthorizes
the program that allows small busi-
nesses to make big plans and helps
them succeed. I remind my colleagues
that in the midst of a recession, we
have an obligation to our small busi-
nesses to provide as much security as
possible, and that reauthorizing this
program through 2011 provides security
for long-range planning while giving
Congress the opportunity to adjust any
deficiencies in the program. This flexi-
bility is important when considering
the fast pace of change in the high-tech
industry.

With H.R. 2965, we don’t just reau-
thorize the SBIR program, we also
modernize and improve the program.
We increase funding levels for phase I
and phase II awards to a level that’s
consistent with modern financial reali-
ties. We clarify the language regarding
which companies can participate so
that no worthwhile innovation is left
behind. And we streamline the SBIR
and STTR so that the two programs op-
erate more efficiently, meet clear per-
formance standards, and put taxpayer
dollars to the best possible use.

We also put a greater emphasis on
bringing products to market and broad-
en the pool of businesses that partici-
pate with outreach to rural and under-
served communities. Finally, and im-
portantly, we increase the outreach to
our Nation’s veterans, ensuring that
those who have served our country
have every opportunity to reenter the
business world and succeed financially
when they get home.

Mr. Speaker, today we have a great
opportunity to reauthorize a program
that the Government Accountability
Office has said clearly is doing what
Congress asked it to do in achieving
commercial sales and developmental
funding for the private sector.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting this bill and the underlying
legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to thank my colleague from
Colorado for yielding time. However, I
must rise in opposition to this closed
rule for H.R. 2965, Enhancing Small
Business Research and Innovation Act.
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While there may be many merits to the
underlying bill, this would have been a
perfect opportunity for the majority to
have opened up this process and allow
the House to work its will.

This is a relatively noncontroversial
bill which might not even have needed
to be considered under a rule except for
the opportunity for some of our Demo-
cratic colleagues to get some amend-
ments passed. We are in a very busy
time with the appropriations process
and the schedule very, very full this
week, and had we done this, again,
under an open rule, I think the process
could have gone very, very quickly.

However, the majority has continued
its process of shutting out not only the
minority, but many of their colleagues
by not allowing their amendments to
be made in order. So we will oppose
this rule on that basis.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. One minor correction, to
the gentlelady from North Carolina.
The rule is a structured rule as opposed
to a closed rule. I know that my col-
league on the Rules Committee is
aware of the difference as well.

Specifically, this rule calls for five
amendments to be in order, including
three Republican amendments and two
Democratic amendments. I think it’s a
very fair rule. There were 34 amend-
ments that were submitted to the
Rules Committee. Thirteen of those
were withdrawn by the sponsors, and
two were nongermane.

With that, I would like to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARROW).

Mr. BARROW. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small
Business Research and Innovation Act,
because I believe this bill is vital to
modernizing Small Business Innova-
tion Research and Technology Transfer
programs.

I'm also pleased that this bill in-
cludes a proposal I sponsored last year
that will establish a grant program for
minority colleges and universities to
partner with nonprofits. Working to-
gether, nonprofits and minority col-
leges and universities will develop rela-
tionships with industries and small
businesses that will expand minority-
owned small business opportunities.

Small businesses are the engine that
drives the American economy, and this
act will help grow small businesses
where both the need—and the oppor-
tunity—are the greatest. I believe this
bill is critical to sustain job growth,
and exactly the kind of legislation that
our Nation needs right now, and I urge
my colleagues to support the rule and
vote for it.

Ms. FOXX. I now yield 4 minutes to
my colleague, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding. I rise in opposition to this
rule. I submitted a very noncontrover-
sial amendment to the Rules Com-
mittee that would have prevented con-
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gressional earmarking to any of the
funds appropriated to the Federal agen-
cies while carrying out these programs.

My amendment was germane. It
would have been in order, had they
simply ruled it in order. This same
amendment has been added several
times both by voice vote and by roll
call vote to several other pieces of leg-
islation. So there’s no controversy
here. But I have to wonder why they
wouldn’t allow this amendment. And
let me just speculate for a minute.

Under this program, which continues
to grow, according to CRS, the SBIR
awarded $45 million for mnearly 700
projects in 1983—the year it was estab-
lished. By the time we reached fiscal
year 2006, more than $1.8 billion was
awarded to almost 6,000 projects.

Now these are projects that are
awarded by the SBA based on merit,
for the most part, I guess. That’s the
way the program is set up, as it should
be if you’re going to have a program
like this. I can’t pretend to be a fan of
this program, but if you are, you allow
the projects to be distributed—the
money for projects, based on merit.

The problem is, as we have discov-
ered here in Congress, one way to in-
gratiate yourselves to your constitu-
ents and to win reelection is to ear-
mark those kind of funds for projects
in your home district and to cir-
cumvent the process of merit that
should go on with the Federal agencies.
That’s what we have done in program
after program after program after pro-
gram.

We were told, for example, when we
had the Homeland Security Depart-
ment established, and we started ap-
propriating money to it, We will never
earmark these funds. Don’t worry,
we’re not going to earmark it. Well,
guess what? We’re already earmarking.
The last bill that came to the floor, the
Homeland Security Bill, had hundreds
of earmarks in it.

For example, there’s a program
called the pre-disaster mitigation pro-
gram. It’s supposed to be for Homeland
Security to award grants to help com-
munities prepare for disasters.

Well, guess what? Already a quarter
of those funds are lopped off the top,
earmarked, mostly by appropriators
and powerful committee chairs, to
their districts. In fact, I think the last
figures were 70 percent of the money
that was earmarked was earmarked by
fewer than 25 percent of this body. So
it’s a spoils system.

Now this, when you're awarding
money to 6,000 projects, this is simply
irresistible to Members of Congress
who seek to earmark. Mark my words,
if we don’t put protections in here,
these funds are going to be earmarked.

And so the failure to allow the
amendment to stipulate that none of
these funds should be earmarked
should be taken as notice that we’re
going to start earmarking these funds.
And that is unfortunate.

It’s part of a pattern, though, that
we’ve seen this year. We are actually
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bringing appropriation bills to the
floor under rules, under a structured or
closed rule, where very few amend-
ments are allowed to even be offered.

We will be considering the agri-
culture bill. There are hundreds and
hundreds and hundreds of earmarks in
that bill. We will have amendments to
strike maybe a half dozen. That’s not
transparency and accountability. What
good is transparency if you can’t actu-
ally challenge a number of these ear-
marks?

The real purpose of all this nar-
rowing down the number of amend-
ments that can be offered, believe me,
is that we will be appropriating for the
Department of Defense later this
month. There will be more than a thou-
sand——

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. I yield an additional 1
minute.

Mr. FLAKE. There will be well over a
thousand, if history proves correct
here, over a thousand earmarks in the
Defense bill, most of which will be ear-
marks to private companies, most of
which will be in proximity to campaign
contributions that will be returned—
the circular fundraising that has be-
come a fixture over the past couple of
years under Republicans and Demo-
crats in this House.

The purpose of narrowing the amend-
ments that can be offered is so we
won’t have to face those kind of ques-
tions on the House floor. Is this money
being appropriated for this company?
Is this company or their executives
contributing back to the Member who
secured the earmark?

People don’t want those questions
being asked on this floor. That’s why
you’re seeing amendments that won’t
be allowed in order here. That’s what
this is about. And it’s a shame. We
should do better than that. We owe this
institution better than that.

With that, I urge opposition to the
rule.

Mr. POLIS. The bill before us today
has no earmarks. To elaborate upon
the processes for awarding funds, I'd
like to yield 3 minutes to the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Technology
and Innovation, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. I thank the gentleman. I
want to correct the impression that my
friend and colleague from Arizona left.
I respect him for his consistency in
pursuing certain topics, but I believe
that on this particular topic he has
completely missed the mark.

Federal research dollars in this pro-
gram are allocated on a merit, peer-re-
viewed process. That applies to the 97.5
percent of the moneys that are allo-
cated for research. The products, the
fruits of that research are sometimes
commercializable, and that’s why
there’s a 2.5 percent set-aside for the
SBIR program.

Now, that 2.5 percent, which is what
we’re talking about here today, that 2.5
percent is given out by each of the
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agencies that sponsor that research on
a merit-based process that is not sub-
ject to congressional influence of any
kind whatsoever. It is done by the
agencies by peers who are professionals
in the field.

And any impression that my friend
and colleague from Arizona has left
that there is congressional influence in
earmarking is completely wrong. He
should take his battles about earmarks
to an appropriate field, and not this
one, where both the 97.5 percent of the
research dollars that are granted as a
peer-review process is awarded on
merit, and the 2.5 percent of those re-
search dollars that are awarded under
this SBIR program is also awarded by
peers in the field based on merit.

This has nothing to do with any con-
gressional earmarking process, and any
allegation to the contrary just com-
pletely misses the mark.

Mr. FLAKE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding. I thank the gentleman
from Oregon for clarifying that. All my
amendment would do is say that this
program should continue to be based
on merit rather than be subject to con-
gressional earmarking.

I appreciate what the gentleman has
said. Unfortunately, we have seen pro-
gram after program after program that
started off as a merit-based program
all of a sudden be earmarked later. All
this amendment would have done is
what we have done in many other bills
by voice vote and roll call, to simply
stipulate that in future, or for the life
of this authorization, those moneys
that are meant for merit-based pro-
grams are not earmarked by Congress.

And so I thank the gentleman for
clearing that up. I just wish we would
have made this in order. The fact that
we didn’t worries me because this be-
comes irresistible to Republicans and
Democrats alike to start earmarking
these funds.

Mr. POLIS. With the Nation facing a
historically tight credit market, H.R.
2965 makes it easier for small busi-
nesses that participate in SBIR to find
capital and lets the business owners—
not Washington bureaucrats—decide
how to raise that capital.

The commonsense improvements to
the SBIR program, clarifying its mis-
sion and which businesses qualify, will
make an already successful program
run more efficiently and yield better
results for taxpayers and for American
businesses.

The new focus on bringing products
to market will help create even more
job growth in manufacturing as well as
support industries. America can be
competitive and will continue to be
competitive in manufacturing jobs in
the high-tech sector. As technology im-
proves at a lightning pace, the invest-
ments we make today in high-tech
companies will ensure our Nation’s
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technological advantage for many
years to come.
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The success of these companies

brings new technology, efficiency and
economic activity to Federal agencies
and private industry alike. But more
importantly, these successes will spark
interest in science and technology in
our youth. The advances we make now
need a steady pipeline of new lines to
keep us on track. We can leave no bet-
ter legacy to the next generation of
Americans than our example of intel-
lectual prowess. Our colleagues on the
Small Business Committee and the
Science and Technology Committee
understand the importance of taking
action now for a stronger economic fu-
ture. It is for this reason that both
committees voted unanimously to
bring this legislation to the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, let us follow the exam-
ple of our colleagues by putting par-
tisanship aside and reauthorizing this
program which has been so beneficial
for our constituents. Let us show the
American people that this is what we
can accomplish when Democrats and
Republicans work together for the
common good.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the rule. There were
several germane amendments sub-
mitted—including amendments by Con-
gressmen MARKEY and GINGREY—that
would have corrected a fatal flaw in
this legislation. The bill sets the prece-
dent to redefine what it means to be a
small business by allowing large busi-
ness interests to take advantage of a
small business program.

I am not disparaging the venture cap-
ital industry. It’s extremely important.
It plays a great part and a vital role in
our economy because venture capital-
ists fill a vacuum that banks simply
cannot touch. Banks generally do not
lend money for long-range research
projects that are based on little collat-
eral. However, because venture capital-
ists generally do not get involved in
first-stage seed investment—the equiv-
alent of Phase I funding in the SBIR
program—efforts to dramatically ex-
pand the SBIR program to VC-owned
firms will come at the expense of the
truly small independent inventor look-
ing for the first phase of feasibility
funding.

According to the latest data from the
Small Business Administration, ven-
ture capitalists funded only 237 startup
or seed investment deals for $894 mil-
lion in the entire United States in 2005.
In contrast, the SBIR program funded
6,010 startup or seed investment deals
for $1.86 billion in 2005. In addition, the
venture capitalist seed deals were pri-
marily concentrated in just five
States—California, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Pennsylvania and New
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York—but SBIR awards were more dis-
persed geographically throughout
every State in America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. I yield the gentleman
from Illinois 1 additional minute.

Mr. MANZULLO. That’s the problem,
Mr. Speaker, because the bill comes up
as a small business bill, but the lan-
guage has been changed to allow these
large venture capitalist firms to dis-
place funding which was designated for
small businesses for years. I chaired
the Small Business Committee for 6
years; and year after year this issue
came up as to what size company
should be involved in getting this type
of grant. It just does not make sense to
now expand the definition of small
business to include many of these ven-
ture capital firms; and that’s why
without the protections of the Markey
amendment or the Gingrey amend-
ment, funding designed for small busi-
nesses simply will go away. So I would
urge the House to oppose the rule and
to vote against the bill.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

To address the points made by my
colleague Mr. MANZULLO of Illinois,
previous to this change, we effectively
require that recipient companies take
government money in Phase I in order
to be eligible for Phase II. By making
this change, we’re saying, You know
what, you don’t need to rely on the
government. You can raise private cap-
ital to make yourself eligible for Phase
II. And we can actually have more
funding available for Phase II by reduc-
ing the need for Phase I money by
using private capital sources rather
than government capital, rather than
the taxpayer money that would other-
wise go into it.

We also have protections to ensure
that a majority of the company is
owned by those inventors and entre-
preneurs who start the company. Ven-
ture capital investment is typically 20,
30, 40 percent of the company. Under
this bill, we also stipulate that it can’t
be a majority of the company.

Mr. MANZULLO. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. The bill clearly
shows that a VC couldn’t own a major-
ity of a company that gets an SBIR
grant, but the majority of the stake-
holders in the majority-owned com-
pany have to be individuals. It still al-
lows the big VC companies to come in
and displace the money that otherwise
would go to small businesses. Venture
capitalists do tremendous work; but
certainly not in this situation, where
the money gets diverted from the big
companies to the little guys.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
why should companies be forced to ac-
cept government grants when there’s
private capital out there that would be
willing to save taxpayer money, invest
in those companies, bring that tech-
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nology to the next stage and preserve
that taxpayer money to be able to in-
vest in the commercialization of those
products and technologies?

With that, I would like to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WvU), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Technology and Innova-
tion.

Mr. WU. I thank the gentleman.

I want to address the points raised by
Mr. MANZULLO, which I also believe to
be erroneous. First, the history of this
program has been that from 1982 until
2003, venture capital investment in
SBIR companies was not restricted in
any way whatsoever. The National
Academy of Sciences studied this issue
and said that during that period, there
is absolutely no evidence that VC fund-
ing helped crowd out any small busi-
nesses. The legislation then and the
legislation today limits the businesses
that receive SBIR grants to those with
500 employees or less, the quintessen-
tial definition of what a small business
is.
Now what happened in 2003 is that a
single administrative law judge in Bos-
ton, Massachusetts, interpreted a do-
mestic ownership provision in the law
to say that it has to be owned by real
American people as opposed to Amer-
ican VCs. That was permitted before.
The 2003 ruling has been expanded, in
effect, to bar majority VC ownership.
That is wrong. It prevents the public
sector from giving money under this
program to very good technologies. It
prevents companies from raising
money from both the public sector and
the private sector, and this argument
is completely erroneous about big VCs.
We are talking about small companies.
We are talking about small companies
getting SBIR grant funds, and those
small companies may have board mem-
bers from VCs, but they are inde-
pendent of VCs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Oregon has
expired.

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman 1
additional minute.

Mr. WU. Quite frankly, I do not know
of a single VC that wants to spend the
time or energy controlling an invest-
ment company. What they want to do
is to get their money out with a big re-
turn. What the gentleman is concerned
about is a scenario that just doesn’t
occur in the real world.

Paradoxically, what the gentleman is
pressing is a position that actually pe-
nalizes the smaller companies because
it is precisely the smaller company
that has to give away more of its eq-
uity to VCs to raise the same amount
of money. So if you are a three-em-
ployee company, you might have to
give away 60 percent of your company
to raise $1 million; whereas, if you have
30 employees or 300 employees, you
might only give away 10 percent of
your money to raise the same amount
of money. Paradoxically, what the gen-
tleman is asking for actually penalizes
small startup companies.
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman from Illinois 1 additional
minute.

Mr. MANZULLO. When I chaired the
Small Business Committee, I had a
steady trail of VCs coming to my office
wanting to change the law, pleading
poverty. And I asked one gentleman,
What’s your net worth? He said $40 mil-
lion, and the meeting ended.

The problem with this bill is that it
will crowd out the little guys, for
whom it was originally intended. And
the decision that was correctly made
by the judge, that these are very spe-
cial set-asides—2.5 percent are designed
for the little guys, and the big guys can
go after the 97.5 percent—and what lit-
tle crumbs are left for the little guys
will be eaten away by allowing the VCs
to come in under the proposed changes.
That’s my concern with this, and that’s
based upon 6 years of people lobbying
me to change the bill, and I refused to
do that when I chaired the Small Busi-
ness Committee.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would
share with my colleague from Illinois
that in my previous career before I
came to Congress, I had been on var-
ious sides of this equation. I have been
a venture capital investor. I have been
in venture-backed companies. I have
been a limited partner in venture cap-

ital companies, and I have raised
money from individual investors as
well.

I can’t see any good reason why the
government should discriminate on the
form of capital based on the form of
capital the company has raised. It
might be debt financing from a bank. It
might be private capital from indi-
vidual investors. It might be profes-
sional venture capital. It might be a
grant under DARPA. It might be a
Phase I grant under SBIR. These are
all valid ways to raise money. These
are all perfectly fine ways. Personally,
I think it’s better when they raise
money from people rather than tax-
payers. If they raise money from ven-
ture capital investors, that’s a plus. If
they raise money from a bank through
credit, that’s a plus too.

The truth is, a lot of types of busi-
nesses aren’t bankable. They can’t bor-
row. They can’t leverage because they
are not buying a tangible asset with
that. If you are in software, if you are
in e-commerce, you can’t borrow to de-
velop that company. You need to rely
on equity capital. By discriminating
based on equity capital, which is what
we are talking about with venture cap-
ital, you are basically favoring compa-
nies that have a bankable asset that
they’re purchasing.

Now I'm sure both kinds of compa-
nies are critical for the future of our
economy, but many of the very tech-
nology companies we need to support
and are going to be a powerful growth
sector in biotech, in computer tech-
nology, are going to be companies that
can only raise money through equity
capital. And by allowing them to do
that, through allowing venture capital-
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backed companies to be eligible for
these programs, we're furthering our
engine of economic growth.

I would like to yield 2 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, to address the points
raised by the gentleman from Illinois,
this is a program that permitted un-
limited venture capital participation
from 1982 until 2003. The National
Academy of Sciences studied the pro-
gram then and now. There is absolutely
no evidence that VC investment crowds
out any small business whatsoever.
That was the finding of the National
Academy of Sciences. They also found
that by permitting venture capital ma-
jority participation companies to apply
for SBIR, it improved the quality pool
of the applicants for SBIR funds.

Now I think one needs to understand
that there are two very different seg-
ments of this industry. One is the in-
dustries that Mr. PoLIS and I are more
familiar with, in biotech and high tech
where companies typically pick up one
of these grants or maybe just a couple,
and they rocket up or grow and become
a public company to get some VC in-
vestment. But it’s a hockey puck
growth curve. It’s the classic high-tech
startup. There is another group of com-
panies that basically is concentrated
around the Defense Department; and
they are, in effect, the research arm of
the Defense Department. They are
steady-state small businesses that are
going to have a stream of SBIR and
STTR grants, and this is how they fund
themselves. Both are valid business
models. This has been a very acri-
monious battle between these two very
different groups of folks who haven’t
taken enough time to understand each
other.

Quite frankly, I came from the high-
tech, high-growth model; but I’'ve tried
to come to understand this other de-
fense-oriented, steady-state, many
SBIR grants model.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. I yield 1 additional
minute to the gentleman from Oregon.
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Mr. WU. What we have in the bill is
a careful set of protections so that this
is approved by many of the parties
around the table, but evidently not all.
We are going to permit majority ven-
ture capital ownership again to im-
prove the quality of applicants so that
we choose the proper technologies and
the best technologies for both the pub-
lic and the private sectors. There
would be certain restrictions on VCs
that are owned by large corporations,
and no VC could control the board of
any of these applicants.

The provisions in the bill are care-
fully crafted. They are emphatically in
the interests of the smallest investees,
that is, those small companies that
have to give away more of their equity
to get a certain amount of money from

The
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a venture capitalist. Those are the
companies that have been disqualified
under the ALJ ruling, under the judge’s
ruling, and the historic norm from 1983
to 2002 will be partially restored by
this bill.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that this program has re-
sulted in many good things happening
in our country. We are now going to be
spending this year $260.5 million on
this program; however, I think that we
need to call attention to the many
ways that the Democrats are harming
small businesses in our country.

This is a small program, but what
they are going to be doing, in terms of
what we have understood from the
Democrat health plan that is going to
be introduced later this week, from
press reports, is they are going to par-
tially pay for it by imposing a surtax
on individuals with incomes in excess
of $250,000 a year. But because most
small businesses do not pay corporate
income taxes and, instead, pay taxes on
small business income on their indi-
vidual returns, small businesses are
going to be particularly hard hit by
this tax increase. While precise data is
not currently available on the Demo-
crat proposal, data is available on
many small businesses that pay taxes
at the top rate.

I want to talk a little bit about that.
We have the results of a survey that
the National Federation of Independent
Business has done. It shows that out of
all small businesses, 6.4 percent of
those with one to nine employees, 21
percent of those with 10 to 19 employ-
ees, and 40 percent of those with 20 to
249 employees would be impacted by a
tax increase on incomes above $250,000.

So while the Democrats are giving to
a small group of small businesses in
this country through this program,
they are going to be hurting many,
many more small businesses. And this,
I think, in some ways is a sop to our
small business community when what
Republicans want to do is help all of
our small businesses, and we can do
that by Kkeeping our taxes lower in-
stead of raising them on them.

I would now like to yield 2 minutes
to my colleague from Iowa (Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady from North Carolina for yield-
ing and for managing this time.

Initially I remarked that it is re-
freshing to at least hear from a Demo-
crat or two who sound like they do be-
lieve and understand in business. That
is refreshing. I would think that you
would not be Democrats for that rea-
son. I appreciate the dialogue, and I
look forward to a lot more. Maybe we
can get to the point on how this free
market system really works.

I'm curious about this metaphor,
“hockey puck growth curve.” I'm look-
ing forward to when the gentleman
from Oregon can explain that. I think
that is the ‘“‘Obama hockey puck
growth curve,” which is when you drop
the hockey puck in the middle of the
arena. That is what has happened with
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our growth curve since this stimulus
package was passed, but I will let him
explain that a little further on his own
time.

I wanted to raise the issue, Mr.
Speaker, of two amendments that were
refused by the Rules Committee that I
offered in committee and in the full
Small Business Committee. We should
be about equal opportunity under the
law and opportunities for everyone to
succeed in this country in a free mar-
ket economy; yet we have a situation
where we are going to approve organi-
zations to be helping out to advance
the information and the grants would
go to the organizations, and yet one of
the organizations that could qualify is
ACORN, which has produced over
400,000 fraudulent voter registrations
and admitted to that. They and/or
their employees are under investiga-
tion in 14 States. There is a clear con-
sensus that they are an organization
that has at least the image of a crimi-
nal organization, and there were inves-
tigations. We are in a situation where
they are coming into the census as
well, and this Congress can’t have a
voice on whether we are going to ap-
prove Federal taxpayer dollars that
might go to ACORN? I just ask, elimi-
nate ACORN from this. No. We can’t
have a vote on that on the floor of the
House, according to the Rules Com-
mittee.

By the way, we also have special
preferences that are set up in this bill
that I believe are unconstitutional,
equal protection under the law. And
these preferences go to either under-
served organizations or disabled vet-
erans or women or minorities. Now, if
you’re not a disabled veteran, the only
way you qualify is as a woman or a mi-
nority——

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. I yield the gentleman 30
additional seconds.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tlelady.

Now, I would ask the indulgence of
this body to think about what that
means. When we have equal protection
under the law, a Constitution that
should protect us all equally, that is
our guarantee, and yet we have legisla-
tion before this Congress that defines
that it will go especially to women and
minorities, and if you look at the
cross-section of American society, and
it specifically, by definition, excludes
white men, I think it is discriminatory.
I think that we need to preserve these
resources to go to disabled veterans
and underserved areas. That was my
amendment. It was turned down by the
Rules Committee. And, by the way, the
Chair declared my amendment to
ACORN to be partisan.

Mr. POLIS. To address the points of
the gentlelady from North Carolina,
when we are talking about this bill, we
are talking about a pro business bill.
There are no taxes in this bill. This is
all budgeted for already in the budget
that was passed.

The
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The Democrats have already deliv-
ered a number of tax cuts for small
businesses. Tax cuts are certainly part
of the solution. We have done that
through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act for small businesses.
Soon we will be taking up health care,
which will be a tremendous benefit to
the small businesses of this country.

This bill, H.R. 2965, which invests in
small businesses, is supported by the
Advanced Medical Technology Associa-
tion, the Biotechnology Industry Asso-
ciation, the Medical Device Manufac-
turers Association, the National Ven-
ture Capital Association, and the U.S.
Women’s Chamber of Commerce. It is
also supported by many of the patient
advocacy groups who recognize that
this type of investment will help cure
the health concerns and address the
health concerns of many American
families. It is supported by the Cystic
Fibrosis Foundation, the Parkinson’s
Action Network and the ALS Associa-
tion.

These are all critical reasons that,
for American small business to create
jobs and for the health of our popu-
lation and the continued growth of our
economy, we need to pass this rule and
pass this bill.

I would like to reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I find it in-
teresting that my colleague from Colo-
rado would be praising a budget that
was passed earlier this year that has
the seeds of the largest tax increase in
the history of this country and will im-
pact all small businesses adversely.

I now would like to yield 3 minutes
to my colleague from Georgia (Mr.
GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

With all due respect to my colleague
from Oregon, my former chairman of
the Subcommittee on Technology and
Innovation, I do rise in opposition to
this rule.

I had an amendment that would have
addressed my concerns. While I am
generally supportive of the bill, I have
some concerns relating to venture cap-
ital involvement, and unfortunately,
the rule does not provide for any com-
monsense amendment offered by Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle that
would address these concerns. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
spoke just a few minutes ago, a former
chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee, about these same concerns.

Venture capital helps small business
entrepreneurs gain credibility on solid
ideas that have the potential for com-
mercialization. However, while venture
capital serves as an important compo-
nent in facilitating small business suc-
cess, it must also be closely monitored
and scrutinized. Because these grants
are intended, Mr. Speaker, for small
business research and development, we
must ensure that venture capital does
not represent a majority of the finan-
cial interest within the company of
SBIR applicants.
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Existing law and regulation limits a
single venture capital firm from own-
ing 49 percent of the interests of the
company applying for the grant. This
bill leaves open the possibility that
multiple venture capital firms could
own the majority of the financial inter-
ests within the company. Anyone could
own up to 30 percent, or they could own
90 percent of the company. So I believe
this goes against the spirit of the pro-
gram, Mr. Speaker.

The SBIR program is designed to pro-
vide assistance to a small business that
may have an idea that can be consid-
ered a diamond in the rough without
necessarily having financial backing to
bankroll a promising idea. We had
hearings on this issue, and venture cap-
italists came before us, and they were
in the business of, it seemed to me, Mr.
Speaker, with all due respect, of churn-
ing this program, and I just had great
concerns about that. I think overall it
is a good program.

Mr. PoLIS, you can put me down as
supporting the program with all those
other organizations that you men-
tioned, but we should have improved
this. We should have had better over-
sight on venture capital.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, again, there
is no good economic reason to discrimi-
nate on the form of capital, the form of
private investment that goes into com-
panies. When you have a company that
borrows, a company that has access to
credit, one could argue if they are
worth less than they borrowed, the
bank owns 100 percent of the company,
and yet that company could, in fact, be
eligible for the SBIR grant. The con-
trol provisions are clear. The control of
the company cannot reside with the
venture capitalist. I think this is a
very positive step towards the direc-
tion in making sure that, regardless of
the source of capital of the company,
we invest in the very best technologies,
products and services for the American
people.

With that, I would like to yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from OKla-
homa (Mr. BOREN).

Mr. BOREN. I want to thank the
chairwoman and ranking member of
the Small Business Committee for
bringing this legislation to the floor,
and of course, I support the rule. The
Small Business Innovation Research,
SBIR, program, is an effort by Con-
gress to increase the portion of Federal
research and development dollars pro-
vided to small businesses.

Noticing that small businesses were
being crowded out of government R&D
grants by large corporations, Congress
established the SBIR program. This
program guarantees small businesses a
portion of the Federal Government’s
large R&D budget.

Mr. Speaker, by any reasonable
measure, the SBIR program has been a
tremendous success, but some Members
of Congress have raised concerns about
how the funds are allocated. Critics
have argued that certain business sec-
tors receive too large a share of the
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available Federal R&D dollars and that
certain demographics have little suc-
cess obtaining any SBIR award money.
This bill, brought to the floor by the
Small Business Committee, makes a
strong effort to address these issues.
Found in the legislation are attempts
to reach out to minority-owned busi-
nesses, businesses owned by women,
and most importantly, veteran-owned
businesses.

It is with the same spirit that I ask
the Small Business Committee to con-
sider my language, which directs agen-
cies with an SBIR program to make a
concerted effort to reach out to Native
American and tribally owned busi-
nesses. My State of Oklahoma is home
to 38 federally recognized tribes, 17 of
which reside in my district. It is my
hope that my language, found in the
manager’s amendment, will make it
easier for Native American-owned busi-
nesses to obtain these valuable SBIR
awards.

Again, I want to thank the chair-
woman and ranking member of the
Small Business Committee for accept-
ing my proposal. I strongly urge my
colleagues to support this legislation
and the rule.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, we are not
talking about taxes being in this bill.
Many, as I have said, support this leg-
islation. However, we do know that
this is a drop in the bucket compared
to the jobs that the Democrats are kill-
ing in this country right now, and I'm
going to talk a little more about that
later. But just the bill that passed just
before we went home for the Independ-
ence Day break, the cap-and-tax bill,
we know is going to eliminate between
1 and 7 million jobs in this country if it
is enacted. So many, many more jobs
are being killed by this Congress than
are being created by this small bill.

I would now like to yield 2 minutes
to our colleague from New York (Mr.
LEE)

Mr. LEE of New York. I want to
thank my friend for the time and to
rise to strongly oppose the rule for
H.R. 2965.

Because I strongly support the SBIR
and STTR programs, I tried to
strengthen this legislation by offering
a simple amendment that would help
ensure their focus remains on their
original mission, to support the true
small businesses, the family-owned
startups that rely on these programs as
their main source of seed capital.

Embedded in this legislation is an er-
roneous provision that makes venture
capital-funded companies eligible to
participate in these two critical grant
programs.
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This is a serious flaw. I have major
concerns about the potential for highly
organized and well-funded venture cap-
ital organizations to swamp the system
and crowd out those small businesses,
those small businesses that are cre-
ating the jobs in this country, from
getting access to capital. Many of



July 8, 2009

these small businesses reside in my dis-
trict here in western New York, and
there is such a hard time right now
trying to stay afloat. This bill, now al-
lowing venture capital to come in, is
the wrong message.

This sentiment has been echoed by
members of my 26th District advisory
board. One of the members wrote: “It
appears likely that the changes pro-
posed in the bill will result in a dis-
tribution of dollars to areas that have
a greater number of venture capital-
backed companies, such as Massachu-
setts and California.”

My amendment was not accepted,
which is unfortunate, because just last
year the Senate forged a sensible bipar-
tisan compromise on this issue. Hope-
fully, they will play a similar role now
given the House’s failure to lead on
this issue.

Washington is simply not doing
enough to support small businesses in
these tough economic times. That’s
why I urge my colleagues to vote down
this rule so we can craft a stronger bill.

Mr. POLIS. Again, I think there is,
from the other side of the aisle, some-
what of a misunderstanding with re-
gard to what venture capital is. It’s as
valid a way to finance a company as
anything else. It has nothing to do
with whether the company is large or
small.

There are provisions in here, in the
bill, that will require that the company
is, in fact, a small company. Whether
they receive their financing from a
bank, from individual investors, from
labor financing, which means people
not taking a salary and kind of work-
ing for free or on spec, there is a vari-
ety of ways to finance companies. And
it shouldn’t be the business of the gov-
ernment to discriminate based on how
a particular company chooses to fi-
nance itself.

With that, I would like to yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. PERRIELLO).

Mr. PERRIELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the Enhancing Small
Business Research and Innovation Act.
Small businesses drive economic
growth and create over two-thirds of
new jobs. They play a vital role in re-
search and development of new tech-
nologies. Small businesses are at the
cutting edge of the new clean energy
economy.

Before leaving for the 4th of July, we
bravely passed an energy bill declaring
our independence from oil executives
and petro-dictators. As we return to do
the people’s business, we must pass leg-
islation that will help our small busi-
nesses drive and promote the research
in energy and alternative fuels.

There are many businesses in my dis-
trict leading the Nation on new tech-
nology, from the production of bio-
diesel at Red Birch in Henry or Windy
Acres in Pennsylvania, to nanotechnol-
ogy at Luna nanoWorks or NextGen
Technology around Danville. We must
ensure that our small businesses, the
dynamic engine of our economy, are
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not left behind in the conduct of new
breakthrough research.

While I share concerns about opening
the program up to venture capitalist
firms, I urge my colleagues to support
the small business owners over the
petro-dictators. Vote for science. Vote
for this bill.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would now
like to yield 3 minutes to our distin-
guished colleague from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

I am pleased that the bill before us
today leaves the amount set aside for
extramural research budgets of 2.5 per-
cent for the SBIR and 0.3 for the STTR
programs and that it remains un-
changed from the current law. Last
year the House considered legislation
which would have increased the set-
asides for these programs. However, an
amendment I offered at that time on
the floor of the House to leave the set-
asides unchanged was voice-voted on
the floor and approved.

There is a good reason for this. If we
do want to increase the amount of
money going into the SBIR and STTR
programs, the money should come from
increasing the allocations to the basic
research programs from which these
particular programs receive a percent-
age. I believe that the amendment I of-
fered last year proved to be non-
controversial because of the over-
whelming support for increasing the
funding for these important programs
by increasing the overall research
funding at the agencies. I understand,
however, that the Senate version of
this bill does not do that, but increases
the set-aside.

By increasing the set-aside, we will
only eat away at the base funding for
research available to our scientific
agencies. I would much rather see us
fight for overall extramural research
funding increases, which will equiva-
lently benefit the innovation and tech
transfer activities of these programs.
And I certainly hope that the House
conferees will stand strong on this
issue in conference with the Senate.
The House has done the right thing,
and we must support our conferees on
that point.

A coalition of more than 100 sci-
entific and professional societies, uni-
versities and research institutions have
written a letter of support for main-
taining their current allocation levels,
stating that an increase in set-asides
“would restrict competition for $1 bil-
lion in Federal research dollars when
future funding levels are uncertain.”

Another letter from the Association
of American Universities asserts: “We
believe there is no justification for
such increases, especially as such in-
creases would come at the expense of
peer-reviewed basic and applied re-
search programs.”’

I submit a copy of this letter and an-
other similar one for the RECORD.
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JULY 7, 2009.
Re H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small Business
Research and Innovation Act of 2009.

Hon. NYDIA VELAZQUEZ,

Chairwoman, Small Business Committee, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. SAM GRAVES,

Ranking Member, Small Business Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. BART GORDON,

Chair, Committee on Science and Technology,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. RALPH M. HALL,

Ranking Member, Committee on Science and
Technology, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN VELAZQUEZ, CHAIRMAN
GORDON, RANKING MEMBER GRAVES AND
RANKING MEMBER HALL: The undersigned, pa-
tient advocacy organizations, scientific and
professional societies, higher education asso-
ciations, and research institutions, write to
express our support for your efforts to reau-
thorize the Small Business Innovation Re-
search (SBIR) at its current allocation level.
We stand together in opposition to a provi-
sion in the Senate SBIR/STTR Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2009 (S. 1233) that would increase
the allocation for the Small Business Inno-
vation Research (SBIR) program from 2.5%
to 3.5% of any federal agency budget that
provides more than $100 million for research.
As the legislative process moves forward, we
urge the adoption of the House version of
this legislation for the reasons described
below.

We recognize the benefits of the participa-
tion of small businesses in scientific re-
search. Unfortunately, the Senate has pro-
posed a mandatory increase in the SBIR allo-
cation across agencies that will necessarily
result in funding cuts for the peer-reviewed
research conducted by other organizations.
This fundamental research creates the dis-
coveries that fuel innovation, improve qual-
ity of life and contribute to our country’s
economic growth. Indeed, the increase in the
SBIR allocation proposed in S. 1233 would re-
strict competition for $1 billion in federal re-
search dollars, during a time when future
funding levels are uncertain. Rather than in-
creasing support for one type of research at
the expense of all others, we urge Congress
to work with the Obama Administration to
increase funding for all research, thereby in-
creasing the total investment in SBIR.

We applaud your hard work on this com-
plex issue, and stand ready to work with you
to pass the Enhancing Small Business Re-
search and Innovation Act of 2009 (H.R. 2965).

Sincerely,

Ad Hoc Group for Medical Research.

American Association for Dental Research
(IADR).

American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science (AAAS).

American Association of Anatomists
(AAA).

American Association of Colleges of Nurs-
ing (AACN).

American Association of Colleges of Osteo-
pathic Medicine (AACOM).

American Association of Colleges of Phar-
macy (AACP).

American College of Radiology (ACR).

American Educational Research Associa-
tion (AERA).

American Gastroenterological Association
(AGA).

American Liver Foundation (ALF).

American Mathematical Society (AMS).

American Psychological Association
(APA).

American Society for Biochemistry & Mo-
lecular Biology (ASBMB).

American Society for Investigative Pathol-
ogy (ASIP).
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American Society for Nutrition (ASN).

American Society for Pharmacology & Ex-
perimental Therapeutics (ASPET).

American Society of Nephrology (ASN).

American Statistical Association (ASA).

Arizona State University.

Association for Psychological
(APS).

Association for Research in Vision and
Ophthalmology (ARVO).

Association of American Medical Colleges
(AAMO).

Association of
(AAU).

Association of Independent Research Insti-
tutes (AIRI).

Association of Population Centers (APC).

Association of Public and Land-grant Uni-
versities (A.P.L.U.).

Association of Schools of Public Health
(ASPH).

Biophysical Society (BPS).

Boston University School of Medicine.

California Institute of Technology.

Case Western Reserve University.

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center.

Coalition for the Advancement of Health
Through Behavioral and Social Sciences.

Research (CAHT-BSSR).

Coalition for the Life Sciences (CLS).

Coalition to Protect Research (CPR).

Columbia University.

Computing Research Association (CRA).

Consortium of Social Science Associations
(COSSA).

Consortium of Universities for the Ad-
vancement of Hydrologic Science, Inc.
(CUAHSD).

Council of Energy Research and Education
Leaders (CEREL).

Council of Environmental Deans and Direc-
tors.

Duke University.

Energy Sciences Coalition (ESC).

Environmental Mutagen Society (EMS).

Federation of American Societies for Ex-
perimental Biology (FASEB).

Federation of Behavioral, Psychological,
and Cognitive Sciences (FBPCS).

Harvard University.

Indiana University.

Institute for the Advancement of Social
Work Research (IASWR).

Ktech Corporation.

Michigan State University.

National Alliance for Eye and Vision Re-
search (NAEVR).

Science

American Universities

National Alliance on Mental Illness
(NAMI).
National Caucus of Basic Biomedical

Science Chairs (NCBBSCOC).

National Council for Science and the Envi-
ronment (NCSE).

National Health Council.

National Multiple Sclerosis Society.

New York-Presbyterian Hospital.

North Carolina State University.

NYU Langone Medical Center.

Ornithological Council.

Population Association of America (PAA).

Rutgers, The State University of New Jer-
sey.

Small Business California.

Society for Industrial and Applied Mathe-
matics (STAM).

Society for Neuroscience (SfN).

Society for Research in Child Development
(SRCD).

Society for the Study of Reproduction
(SSR).

Stanford University.

SUNY Upstate Medical University.

Syracuse University.

The American Association of Immunol-
ogists (AAI).

The American Brain Coalition (ABC).

The American Physiological Society
(APS).
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The American Society for Cell Biology

(ASCB).

The American Society of Human Genetics
(ASHG).

The Council on Undergraduate Research
(CUR).

The Endocrine Society.

The Ohio State University.

The Teratology Society.

Tulane University.

University of Cincinnati.

University of Maryland.

University of Maryland School of Medi-
cine.

University of Miami.

University of Minnesota Medical School.

University of Rochester.

University of Southern California.

University of Texas Health Science Center.

University of Vermont.

University of Virginia.

University of Washington.

University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Vanderbilt University.

Washington University in St. Louis.

Weill Cornell Medical College.

Yale University School of Medicine.

ASSOCIATION OF
AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES,
Washington, DC, July 6, 2009.

Hon. ADRIAN SMITH,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Technology
and Innovation, House Science and Tech-
nology Committee, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: On behalf of
the Association of American Universities, I
write today to express support for reauthor-
ization of the Small Business Innovative Re-
search (SBIR) programs with the inclusion of
two Kkey provisions contained only in the
House version of the bill, H.R. 2965, the En-
hancing Small Business Research and Inno-
vation Act of 2009. These provisions would
maintain the current Small Business and In-
novative Research set-aside at 2.5 percent
and increase the ability of firms with signifi-
cant amounts of venture capital to partici-
pate in the SBIR program. AAU does not
support S. 1233, legislation recently marked
up by the Senate Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship, specifically be-
cause of language it includes on these two
aspects of this critically important legisla-
tion.

AAU is the association of 60 leading U.S.
public and private research universities
whose member institutions perform roughly
60 percent of federally funded university-
based research, and award more than half of
all Ph.D. degrees earned in our country. We
strongly prefer H.R. 2965, as currently draft-
ed, over its Senate counterpart, S. 1233, for
two reasons. First, the House bill does not
propose to increase the SBIR percentage set-
aside. Like the House, we believe that there
is no clear justification for such increases;
especially as such increases would come at
the expense of peer-reviewed basic and ap-
plied research programs at agencies such as
NIH and NSF. In our view, increasing the
set-aside would reduce even further the num-
ber of successful research grants that are
awarded by federal research agencies.

This is not to suggest that we do not favor
increasing the amount of funds going to
SBIR and STTR. Our view is that the best
way to increase the amount of funding avail-
able to these programs is to provide steady
and sustained funding increases for federally
supported research. Indeed, we hope to work
with the small business community to in-
crease research budgets across all of the
major research agencies, which would result
in significant funding increases for the SBIR
and STTR, as well as other important re-
search programs.

July 8, 2009

AAU also supports a second provision of
H.R. 2965 that allows firms with significant
venture capital funding to compete for SBIR
and STTR awards. As you know, current
Small Business Administration (SBA) regu-
lations effectively disqualify small compa-
nies that have received significant venture
capital investment or are owned by another
company with significant venture capital in-
vestment from competing for SBIR and STIR
funds. As then-NIH Director Elias Zerhouni
said in a 2005 letter to the SBA, ‘‘this rule
dries up Federal funding for early stage ideas
from small companies that, by attracting
substantial [venture capital] funding show
strong signs of likely success.”” AAU shares
the view of the NRC that venture capital in-
vestment in companies seeking SBIR fund-
ing confirms the quality of those projects
and would raise the quality of the applicant
pool overall.

AAU strongly supports reauthorization of
the SBIR and STTR programs and hopes that
Congress will approve legislation similar to
that approved by the House. We agree with
the National Academies’ assessment of these
programs as being ‘‘sound in concept and ef-
fective in practice.”” Both programs play an
important role in the nation’s overall inno-
vation ecosystem by transforming cutting-
edge, innovative ideas and research into via-
ble, market-ready products for the American
consumer. We strongly oppose legislation
such as S. 1233, which increases the percent-
age of R&D funding set-aside for SBIR at the
expense of other equally important research.
We also favor increasing the ability of firms
with significant amount of venture capital
to participate in the SBIR program.

With best regards,
ROBERT M. BERDAHL,
President.

It is my hope that the House con-
ferees will support SBIR and STTR
growth through overall funding in-
creases for our innovation agencies, in-
stead of considering increasing the set-
asides. In other words, the House today
is taking the right action, precisely as
they did last year.

It is extremely important for us to
stand together when dealing with the
Senate conferees and insist on taking
this approach. This is a much better
approach to take, and I congratulate
the House committee on dealing with
it in this way.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, we have had,
I think, a very good debate on this
rule. We have explained why the rule
should not be approved.

Very, very good amendments which
were offered to this rule were not ac-
cepted. Amendments to the bill were
not accepted, and we should be dealing
with those amendments. We want to
make sure that the money that is
going to help small businesses in this
country is being used as wisely as it
can be. We know right now that the
American people are hurting and con-
tinuing to lose jobs.

The impact of the policies of this ad-
ministration and the Democratically
controlled Congress have been dev-
astating, not only to large but also to
small businesses. The Obama adminis-
tration and congressional Democrats
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promised us earlier this year that their
trillion-dollar stimulus would create
jobs immediately and unemployment
would not rise above 8 percent. In June
alone, almost half a million jobs were
lost, driving unemployment to 9.5 per-
cent, it’s highest level in almost 3 dec-
ades.

It’s clear that the Democrats’ tril-
lion-dollar stimulus bill isn’t working.

Every American has the right to ask
where are the jobs that were promised
by them. Every American has to ask on
every piece of policy that we pass here,
how is it going to impact jobs? How is
it going to impact me as an American?

Small businesses particularly have a
concern about this. We have been
spending hours and hours and hours
doing things like honoring sports
teams and athletes for their achieve-
ments. We have honored people retiring
from their jobs, universities on various
anniversaries and other items that are
not critical to the operations of our
government.

We want to acknowledge the achieve-
ments of all of these people and all of
these groups, but what we should be
doing is spending time talking about
what we need to be doing to bring back
this economy.

But the Democrats constantly say
they have the schedule, they have to
adhere to it, and as a result of it, they
have to limit the amendments that can
be offered on the floor to these impor-
tant bills.

Those are not very good excuses
while the American people, I think, are
hurting. They, again, have the right to
ask where are the jobs that were prom-
ised, what is happening to this econ-
omy?

The American people also know we
cannot tax and spend and bail our way
back to a growing economy. The Demo-
crats in this body are on the side of
more government and more taxes.
Small businesses, not government, are
the engine of our economy.

House Republicans are on the side of
the American people, and what we
want to do is focus on small businesses
to help put America back to work. We
know that the health care bill that’s
going to come forward, we believe,
later this week or next week, will have
lots of tax increases in it that are
going to finance their health, quote, re-
form proposal.

However, what it’s going to do is
have a negative impact on small busi-
nesses. As I mentioned earlier, the cap-
and-tax bill, which passed here 10 days
ago, will eliminate between 1 million
and 7 million jobs in this country if it
is enacted.

So while there is this small sop to
small businesses and to the American
people in the form of this bill, I am
going to urge my colleagues to vote
“no” on the rule for H.R. 2965, Enhanc-
ing Small Business Research and Inno-
vation Act, because we can be doing
better for the American people and par-
ticularly better for small businesses.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, if small
businesses are the engine that drives
our economy, then investment is the
fuel. By ensuring that a portion of Fed-
eral research dollars are invested in
small businesses, SBIR and STTR are
fueling job creation and technological
innovation. Since 1992, SBIR has issued
65,000 grants to small companies that
are engaged in cutting-edge research to
cure diseases, strengthen our national
defense, and reduce our dependence on
foreign energy sources.

This Congress has been tasked with
helping American families keep their
jobs through the worst economic down-
turn since the Great Depression. We
now have an unemployment rate of 9.5
percent. While there has been disagree-
ment and spirited debate on the best
prescription to get our economy mov-
ing again, we are fortunate that we
have in place programs that are time
tested. Every year the SBIR program
invests $2.2 billion in small businesses,
helping 1,500 new firms get off the
ground.

Mr. Speaker, I speak on behalf of
Tech-X in Boulder; Coherent Tech-
nologies in Louisville; Community
Power Corporation in  Littleton;
NavSys in Colorado Springs; and the
many other small businesses which
have benefited from the SBIR in my
State of Colorado and across the coun-
try.

Again, I commend the Members and
staff who have worked diligently to
bring this bipartisan bill to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, as I said before and will
continue to say, so much of our work
thus far in Congress has moved us in
the direction of creating more jobs.
Whether it was passing the budget or
work on health care, clean energy, edu-
cation, the Recovery Act, the Green
Schools bill, and even the Water Qual-
ity Investment Act created jobs. This
bill is just another step on the road to
recovery.

I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the previous
question and on the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on adoption of House Res-
olution 610 will be followed by 5-minute
votes on motion to suspend the rules
on H.R. 1275, if ordered, and motion to
suspend the rules on H.R. 1945, if or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 236, nays
187, not voting 9, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Arcuri

Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt

[Roll No. 480]
YEAS—236

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kissell
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye

NAYS—187

Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
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Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Courtney
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Crenshaw Kirkpatrick (AZ) Price (GA)
Culberson Klein (FL) Putnam
Davis (KY) Kline (MN) Radanovich
Deal (GA) Lamborn Rehberg
Dent Lance Reichert
Diaz-Balart, L. Latham Roe (TN)
Diaz-Balart, M. LaTourette Rogers (AL)
Dreier Latta Rogers (KY)
Duncan Lee FNY) Rogers (MI)
Ehlers Lewis (CA) Rohrabacher
Emerson Linder Rooney
Fallin LoBiondo Ros-Lehtinen
Flake Lucas Roskam
Fleming Luetkemeyer
Forbes Lummis Royce
Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel Ryal} (WI)
Foster E. Sca11§e
Foxx Mack Schmidt
Franks (AZ) Manzullo Schock
Frelinghuysen Marchant Sensenbrenner
Gallegly Markey (MA) Sessions
Garrett (NJ) McCarthy (CA) Shadegg
Gerlach McCaul Shimkus
Gingrey (GA) McClintock Shuler
Gohmert McCotter Shuster
Goodlatte McHenry Simpson
Granger McHugh Smith (NE)
Graves McKeon Smith (NJ)
Guthrie McMorris Smith (TX)
Hall (TX) Rodgers Souder
Harper Mica Stearns
Hastings (WA) Miller (FL) Sullivan
Heinrich Miller (MI) Terry
Heller Miller, Gary
Herger Moore (KS) $Eg$%sec$; PA)
Hill Moran (KS) Tiahrt
Hodes Murphy, Tim R

: Tiberi
Hoekstra Myrick Tsongas
Hunter Neugebauer
Inglis Nunes Turner
Issa Olson Upton
Jenkins Paul Walden
Johnson (IL) Paulsen Wamp
Johnson, Sam Pence Westmoreland
Jones Perriello Whitfield
Jordan (OH) Petri Wilson (SC)
King (IA) Pitts Wittman
King (NY) Platts Wolf
Kingston Poe (TX) Young (AK)
Kirk Posey Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Andrews Cardoza Hensarling
Barrett (SC) Ellsworth Miller (NC)
Broun (GA) Griffith Sestak
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Messrs. SHUSTER, ROONEY, KLEIN
of Florida and Mrs.
changed their vote from

unay.n

BONO MACK
yea’’ to

113

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

UTAH RECREATIONAL LAND
EXCHANGE ACT OF 2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 1275, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Guam (Ms.
BORDALLO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1275, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

This

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 423, noes 0,

not voting 9, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings

[Roll No. 481]

AYES—423

Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Dayvis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Emerson
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Filner

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster

Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins

Hill

Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden

Holt

Honda

Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis

Inslee

Israel

Issa

Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
MecCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
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Mollohan Rodriguez Speier
Moore (KS) Roe (TN) Spratt
Moore (WI) Rogers (AL) Stark
Moran (KS) Rogers (KY) Stearns
Moran (VA) Rogers (MI) Stupak
Murphy (CT) Rohrabacher Sullivan
Murphy (NY) Rooney Sutton
Murphy, Patrick Ros-Lehtinen Tanner
Myrick Rothman (NJ) 5:?53? ©
Nadler (NY) Roybal-Allard Thompson (CA)
Napolitano Royce Thompson (MS)
Neal (MA) Ruppersberger Thompson (PA)
Neugebauer Rush D
Nunes Ryan (OH) Tbornberry
Nye Ryan (WI) TW‘I’F
Oberstar Salazar Tiberi

Obey Sénchez, Linda ~ TLierney
Olson T. Titus

Olver Sanchez, Loretta Tonko
Ortiz Sarbanes Towns
Pallone Scalise Tsongas
Pascrell Schakowsky Turner
Pastor (AZ) Schauer Upton

Paul Schiff Van Hollen
Paulsen Schmidt Velazquez
Payne Schock Visclosky
Pence Schrader Walden
Perlmutter Schwartz Walz
Perriello Scott (GA) Wamp
Peters Scott (VA) Wasserman
Peterson Sensenbrenner Schultz
Petri Serrano Waters
Pingree (ME) Sessions Watson
Pitts Shadegg Watt
Platts Shea-Porter Waxman
Poe (TX) Sherman Weiner
Polis (CO) Shimkus Welch
Pomeroy Shuler

Posey Shuster Westmoreland
Price (GA) Simpson Wexler
Price (NC) Sires Whitfield
Putnam Skelton Wilson (OH)
Quigley Slaughter Wilson (SC)
Radanovich Smith (NE) Wittman
Rahall Smith (NJ) Wolf
Rangel Smith (TX) Woolsey
Rehberg Smith (WA) Wu
Reichert Snyder Yarmuth
Reyes Souder Young (AK)
Richardson Space Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Barrett (SC) Cardoza Hensarling
Broun (GA) Dingell Melancon
Butterfield Ellsworth Sestak

0 1218

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———————

TULE RIVER TRIBE WATER
DEVELOPMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 1945.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Guam (Ms.
BORDALLO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1945.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.



July 8, 2009

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 3,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 482]

AYES—417
Ackerman Davis (AL) Johnson (GA)
Aderholt Davis (CA) Johnson (IL)
Adler (NJ) Dayvis (IL) Johnson, E. B.
Akin Davis (KY) Johnson, Sam
Alexander Davis (TN) Jones
Altmire Deal (GA) Jordan (OH)
Andrews DeFazio Kagen
Arcuri DeGette Kanjorski
Austria Delahunt Kaptur
Baca DeLauro Kennedy
Bachmann Dent Kildee
Bachus Diaz-Balart, L. Kilpatrick (MI)
Baird Dicks Kilroy
Baldwin Doggett Kind
Barrett (SC) Donnelly (IN) King (IA)
Barrow Doyle King (NY)
Bartlett Dreier Kingston
Barton (TX) Driehaus Kirk
Bean Duncan Kirkpatrick (AZ)

Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper

Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins

Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
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Moran (KS) Roe (TN) Spratt
Moran (VA) Rogers (AL) Stark
Murphy (CT) Rogers (KY) Stearns
Murphy (NY) Rogers (MI) Stupak
Murphy, Patrick Rohrabacher Sullivan
Murphy, Tim Rooney Sutton
Murtha Roskam Tanner
Myrick Ross Taylor
Nadler (NY) Rothman (NJ) Teague
Napolitano Roybal-Allard Terry
Neal (MA) Royce Thompson (CA)
Neugebauer Ruppersberger Thompson (MS)
Nunes Rush Thompson (PA)
Nye Ryan (OH) Thornberry
Oberstar Ryan (WI) Tiahrt
Obey Salazar Tiberi
Olson Sanchez, Linda Tierney
Olver T. Titus
Ortiz Sanchez, Loretta Tonko
Pallone Sarbanes Towns
Pascrell Scalise Tsongas
Pastor (AZ) Schakowsky Turner
Paulsen Schauer Upton
Payne Schiff Van Hollen
Pence Schmidt Velazquez
Perlmutter Schock Visclosky
Perriello Schrader Walden
Peters Schwartz Walz
Peterson Scott (GA) Wamp
Petri Scott (VA) Wasserman
Pingree (ME) Serrano Schultz
Pitts Sessions Waters
Platts Shadegg Watson
Poe (TX) Shea-Porter Watt
Polis (CO) Sherman Waxman
Pomeroy Shimkus Weiner
Posey Shuler Welch
Price (GA) Simpson Westmoreland
Price (NC) Sires Wexler
Putnam Skelton Whitfield
Quigley Slaughter Wilson (OH)
Radanovich Smith (NE) Wilson (SC)
Rahall Smith (NJ) Wittman
Rangel Smith (TX) Wolf
Rehberg Smith (WA) Woolsey
Reichert Snyder Wu
Reyes Souder Yarmuth
Richardson Space Young (AK)
Rodriguez Speier Young (FL)
NOES—3
Coble Paul Sensenbrenner
NOT VOTING—12
Abercrombie Diaz-Balart, M. Lee (NY)
Broun (GA) Dingell Ros-Lehtinen
Cardoza Ellsworth Sestak
Coffman (CO) Hensarling Shuster
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on the bill, H.R.
2965.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

————

ENHANCING SMALL BUSINESS RE-
SEARCH AND INNOVATION ACT
OF 2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 610 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2965.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2965) to
amend the Small Business Act with re-
spect to the Small Business Innovation
Research Program and the Small Busi-
ness Technology Transfer Program,
and for other purposes, with Mr. R0OSS
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour, with 40 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the Chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Small Business and 20 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the
Chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology.

The gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. VELAZQUEZ) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES) each will
control 20 minutes, the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) and the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH)
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York.

O 1230

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I rise in support of
H.R. 2965, updating and enhancing the
Small Business Administration’s Small
Business Innovation Research and
Small Business Technology Transfer
programs.

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume. I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2965, which will reauthor-
ize and improve the SBA’s SBIR and
STTR programs. This bill has strong
bipartisan support and would work to
invest in entrepreneurial innovation
and job growth.

While our economy is recovering, it
still has a ways to go. Even now, we
need to be focused on putting Ameri-
cans back to work. We need growth
that is lasting and industries that are
sustainable. We need jobs that cannot
be shipped overseas and will not evapo-
rate in the next cycle of boom and
bust. But those jobs aren’t going to ap-
pear out of thin air. They need to be
created. By expanding existing indus-
tries and unlocking new ones, H.R. 2965
will generate the jobs we need.

The SBIR and STTR programs are
vital to small business growth. Year
after year, they help jump-start 1,500
new companies. At the very least, that
is 1,500 new employers. Over time, that
is millions and millions of direct and
indirect positions. But while these ini-
tiatives are crucial, they’re not living
up to their full potential. Through H.R.
2965, we can improve SBIR and STTR
s0 they are running at maximum ca-
pacity.

Job creation, Mr. Chairman, is the
primary goal of R&D. But in order to
generate new positions, we have to
first develop new industries. Commer-
cialization is critical to that process.
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But, unfortunately, most
never makes it to the market.

To address that issue, we are cre-
ating commercialization benchmarks.
We’re also encouraging conversations
between SBIR officers and purchasing
agents. Ultimately, those dialogs will
enhance the flow of information be-
tween buyers and sellers, helping more
ideas move from the drawing board to
the marketplace.

When all is said and done, commer-
cialization means more than new prod-
ucts—it means new jobs. Once a prod-
uct hits the mainstream, it opens up a
world of opportunity in a wide range of
industries, from retail to manufac-
turing. By stimulating these sectors,
we can help our economy on its route
to recovery.

Even as our economy rebounds, small
firms struggle to find funding—particu-
larly equity investment. Just a year
ago, venture capital firms drove $5.7
billion into small companies. Today,
we have seen almost a 50 percent de-
cline. In terms of what that means for
the economy, there are now $3.7 billion
fewer dollars to help our small busi-
nesses create jobs. The programs’ cur-
rent regulations only compound those
challenges.

By shutting venture capital out of
SBIR and STTR, we are blocking bil-
lions of dollars to create jobs and lim-
iting our ability to innovate. What are
we supposed to say to a venture-backed
firm that is researching cures for pan-
creatic cancer? Are we supposed to
shake our heads and say, Sorry, you’ve
done some promising research, but we
just can’t help you find a cure?

Mr. Chairman, this program is better
than that. That is why H.R. 2965 gives
small firms—not Washington bureau-
crats—the final say in how their firms
are financed.

This bill provides for the reasonable
use of venture capital, while maintain-
ing important safeguards. Make no
mistake, SBIR and STTR are—and for-
ever will be—small business programs.
This provision doesn’t change that.
What it does do is give small firms the
funding they need to develop new prod-
ucts.

Even with the necessary capital,
small firms struggle to see R&D from
start to finish. That is because it is a
complex process. Measures to block
funding delays and increase efficiency
will streamline R&D, helping more
products make it out of the laboratory
and into the marketplace. Meanwhile,
we’re going to broaden the scope of
American innovation.

Silicon Valley doesn’t hold a fran-
chise on innovation, which is why H.R.
2965 reaches out to underserved rural
areas. Through cutting edge tech-
nology and grassroots marketing, it
also seeks to bring women, minorities,
and veterans into the SBIR and STTR
programs.

Innovation is the first stop on the
path to prosperity. By enhancing and
expanding SBIR and STTR, we can en-
courage small business growth in all

research
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parts of the country. In doing so, we
will help our small firms to grow, inno-
vate, and—most importantly—create
homegrown jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small Busi-
ness Research and Innovation Act of
2009. Innovation happens every day.
Whether it is a new development in the
fight for cancer or a new computer sys-
tem designed to protect our soldiers,
more and more good ideas are coming
from America’s small businesses.

The Small Business Innovation Re-
search, the SBIR, and the Small Busi-
ness Technology Transfer, the STTR,
programs help to take ideas and turn
them into practical products. By all ac-
counts, the SBIR and STTR programs
are highly successful Federal initia-
tives designed to encourage economic
growth and innovation within the
small business community.

Created in 1982, the SBIR program of-
fers competition-based awards to stim-
ulate technological innovation among
small private-sector businesses while
providing government agencies with
new, cost-effective solutions to meet
their needs. This program is not only
critical to the unique needs of each of
the participating Federal agencies, but
also to our national economy.

Small businesses invigorate the U.S.
economy by introducing new products
and lower cost methods of doing busi-
ness, sometimes with substantial eco-
nomic benefits. They play a key role in
introducing new technologies to the
market, often responding quickly to
new market opportunities.

Our committee worked in a bipar-
tisan manner to produce this legisla-
tion. We held several hearings on this
topic over the last few months, invit-
ing the Small Business Administration,
SBIR and STTR program managers
from Federal agencies, various small
businesses, and academics to discuss
the program successes and to consider
amendments that would improve them.
I'm happy to say that many of the
ideas that were presented to the com-
mittee have found a way into this leg-
islation.

For example, the topic that domi-
nated much of the discussion at our
hearings was the appropriate level of
venture capital involvement in the
SBIR program. Unfortunately, there
have been several misconceptions stat-
ed about this provision in the bill.

In 2003, the Small Business Adminis-
tration reversed a 20-year-old policy by
ruling that small businesses that are
majority-owned by venture capital
companies can no longer compete for
grants under the SBIR program, re-
gardless of how few employees compa-
nies have. As a result, this has jeopard-
ized the development of innovative
treatments, therapies, and tech-
nologies.

The goal of our proposal is to ensure
that America’s small businesses con-
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tinue to be the world’s leader in inno-
vative research and development and
to provide the best small companies
with the greatest commercialization
potential access to SBIR and STTR
programs.

In addition, access to capital is a real
concern for small businesses across all
industries, and our provision provides
small businesses another path to ac-
quire the capital they need to be suc-
cessful.

It is also important to keep in mind
that these programs will remain open
for competition among all small busi-
nesses, and Federal agencies will
choose the best small business to win
the award.

H.R. 29656 contains significant and
dedicated safeguards to ensure that the
SBIR program remains a small busi-
ness program. It forbids a small busi-
ness with one venture capital firm hav-
ing over 50 percent ownership from
qualifying for that small business
award. The bill also has safeguards to
prohibit large companies from taking
control of the small business and re-
ceiving small business grants.

The legislation also bans a business
whose board’s majority is from a ven-
ture capital firm from participation in
the program. Finally, because venture
capital investments are often done as a
group to reduce risk, the bill strictly
limits the amount of participation of
venture capital firms that are them-
selves owned by a business of over 500
employees.

Our comprehensive bill also takes
significant strides to bring the pro-
grams into the 21st century by increas-
ing the award sizes, enhancing data
collection and reporting requirements
for better oversight, and providing Fed-
eral agencies with the mechanism by
which they can meet and share best
practices.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this bipartisan legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WU. I yield myself such time as
I may consume. In today’s economy,
small business is where innovation
happens. The Science and Technology
Committee intends to promote science
and technology research that drives an
innovation economy. That is why I rise
in support of H.R. 2965, the Enhancing
Small Business Research and Innova-
tion Act.

At more than $2.3 billion per year,
the Small Business Innovation and Re-
search and Small Business Technology
Transfer programs comprise the largest
source of Federal support for techno-
logical innovation in the private sec-
tor. Given the current economic cli-
mate, we need robust SBIR and STTR
programs to create the next generation
of companies that will provide high-
paying jobs and grow our economy.

However, these programs originated
more than 25 years ago. Given the eco-
nomic changes we have seen during the
past two decades, we need to update
these programs to reflect the current
economic realities of our increasingly
competitive innovation economy.
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The Committee on Small Business
and the Committee on Science and
Technology have held numerous hear-
ings on SBIR and STTR over the past
several years. Witnesses shared many
recommendations about how SBIR and
STTR can be strengthened.

Recently, both committees over-
whelmingly supported H.R. 2965, with
each committee voting favorably to re-
authorize SBIR and STTR through 2011
with some much needed modernization
and changes.

The legislation has been endorsed by
more than 100 organizations, including
the American Association of Univer-
sities, BIO, the National Venture Cap-
ital Association, the Energy Sciences
Coalition, and the Cystic Fibrosis
Foundation.

The bill increases the award sizes for
phase 1 and phase II to reflect the ac-
tual cost of doing high-tech research
today. It also increases the flexibility
of the SBIR by allowing cross-agency
awards and allowing applicants to
apply directly for phase II funding.

H.R. 2965 allows venture capital-
backed small businesses to once again
apply for awards and specifically de-
fines their eligibility requirements.
This temporary ban on venture capital
majority ownership was the result of a
ruling in 2003 by an administrative law
judge in Boston.

For 20 years—from the inception of
the program in 1983—to 2003, venture
capital-funded companies could freely
participate in these programs. There is
no evidence, there is no evidence any-
where, that during that time there was
any crowd-out of other businesses by
VC-backed businesses.

There has been a lot of debate over
the role of venture capital participa-
tion, but the National Academies re-
cently released a report that states
that venture-backed companies are im-
portant. They contribute greatly to
technologic development and they do
not—emphatically, do not—crowd out
other small businesses.

The goal of SBIR is to encourage in-
novation. It is time that we fix the ad-
ministrative ruling of a single judge
and support more innovative small
businesses and the best technology
that we can help bring to market.

Today, we recognize our leadership
by reauthorizing SBIR and STTR. I
want to commend Chairwoman
VELAZQUEZ in particular for her com-
mitment to small business innovation.
I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

I'm pleased to rise today in support
of H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small Busi-
ness Innovation Act of 2009. As the
country continues to suffer through
this deep economic recession, we have
regular debates in this House and in
Washington regarding what policies
will best help to alleviate the current
downturn and accelerate recovery.

All too often in these debates it
seems there is a tendency to overlook
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an important fundamental fact: The
government does not create wealth and
prosperity. It is created, rather, in the
private sector, by risk-taking, entre-
preneurial Americans with ideas and
capital, and their own hard work.
There is arguably no element of the
private sector better equipped to drive
the economic turnaround than Amer-
ica’s high-tech small businesses.
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To this end, there are ways the gov-
ernment can help turn our economy
around, by minimizing its interference
in the economy and fostering an envi-
ronment where private sector
innovators can flourish and their ideas
can be developed into new goods and
services which increase productivity
and our quality of life. By providing
small amounts of early-stage seed
funding to entrepreneurs with cutting-
edge ideas, the Small Business Innova-
tive Research program and Small Busi-
ness Technology Transfer program can
help do that. With 12 participating
agencies and total funding in excess of
$2.3 billion, the SBIR and STTR pro-
grams reauthorized in this bill serve to
facilitate increased private sector com-
mercialization of these promising ideas
while helping the government advance
its R&D goals and meet its technology
needs.

The legislation before us today
makes important improvements to this
program, most notably by providing
statutory clarity to what have been
changing interpretations of the eligi-
bility of majority venture capital-
backed small businesses. Both the
Science and Technology Committee
and the Small Business Committee
have considered this issue in detail in
recent years, and I think the growing
consensus in support of this legisla-
tion’s proposed changes is a strong in-
dication that they are on target, maxi-
mizing the eligibility of legitimate
small businesses while minimizing in-
appropriate eligibility of large busi-
nesses.

I also want to note my strong sup-
port for title III of this bill, which in-
cludes amendment language I included
in a similar version of this legislation
last year. The language requires agen-
cies to give priority consideration to
applicants from rural areas so as to in-
crease award recipients from these
areas. This is important to reach areas
such as my home State of Nebraska,
which tends to have low participation
in the programs but are, nonetheless,
home to entrepreneurial and innova-
tive small business owners who would
benefit from consideration in the grant
review and award process.

I want to commend Chairman GOR-
DON, Ranking Member HALL and Chair-
man WU—as well as our colleagues on
the Small Business Committee—for
their work on this legislation. I look
forward to working with them to en-
sure smooth and timely passage of this
bill as it moves to the Senate and into
conference.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the Chair of the Sub-
committee on Contracting and Tech-
nology who moved this legislation
through the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. NYE).

Mr. NYE. I would like to thank
Chairwoman VELAZQUEZ for her leader-
ship here and also Ranking Member
GRAVES.

Mr. Chair, as chairman of the Small
Business Subcommittee on Contracting
and Technology, together with Rank-
ing Member SCHOCK, I've held several
hearings to discuss how we can do more
to help our small businesses research
and develop the technologies of tomor-
row. From those hearings two things
became absolutely clear. Small busi-
nesses are the single most innovative
sector of our economy; and with the
right support, they have the power to
lead us out of this recession. SBIR is a
vital program that limits the risk that
small business innovators face. The
SBIR program is critical to innovative
technology created by small busi-
nesses. Each year the program helps
1,600 companies get off the ground.
Startups that receive SBIR grants are
productive job creators. In fact, the
employment growth rate for these
businesses is nearly four times that of
larger firms, employing 40 percent of
all high-tech workers.

These firms have triggered extraor-
dinary achievements. Take, for exam-
ple, night vision goggles or technology
for unmanned aviation. In fact, the
SBIR program is crucial to improving
tools that support our national secu-
rity. At $1.23 billion, the DOD makes
up more than half of all SBIR funding.
Were it not for SBIR, critical break-
throughs accounting for improvements
of technologies from our defense to
health care may have never made it to
market. And yet countless other new
technologies don’t make it past the
laboratory doors. Innovation is a risky,
resource-intensive process. Without
proper funding, even the most brilliant
invention may never make it.

Mr. Chair, SBIR and STTR are im-
portant tools for developing new prod-
ucts but not just as a means for inven-
tion. By sparking innovation, they
mark the surest path to unlocking new
markets, expanding new industries
and, most importantly, creating new
jobs. This bill is an important step to-
wards lasting growth, and I look for-
ward to its passage.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the ranking member of the
Contracting and Technology Sub-
committee, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. SCHOCK).

Mr. SCHOCK. Mr. Chair, I rise today
in support of H.R. 2965, the Enhancing
Small Business Research and Innova-
tion Act of 2009. This bill incorporates
the important language of legislation
that I introduced in H.R. 2772, the SBIR
and STTR Enhancement Act. I would
like to thank first Chairwoman
VELAZQUEZ, Ranking Member GRAVES
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and Mr. ALTMIRE for working to move
this important piece of legislation for-
ward and doing so in such a bipartisan
way. I also want to thank my colleague
Congressman NYE for his work with me
on the subcommittee level to ensure
that the process of modernizing the
Small Business Innovation Research
program was done in an effective, effi-
cient and bipartisan fashion with the
input from those who are most impor-
tant, that is, the small business sector
who utilizes this important program.

The Small Business Innovation Re-
search, or SBIR program, as we refer to
it, was established over 20 years ago
and is an important resource in assist-
ing small business owners wishing to
bring their technological advance-
ments to the marketplace. While small
business owners represent some of the
brightest innovators our country has,
because of the high cost of doing tech-
nological research for the government,
small businesses are, unfortunately,
often underrepresented in receiving
such research-intensive government
contracts. When the Federal Govern-
ment looks to the private sector for
the development of new technologies
and ideas, they must look beyond sim-
ply large corporate conglomerates to
the small businesses that truly drive
our economy and create American jobs.

I am encouraged that this legislation
and the language contained in it will
make a number of necessary and over-
due changes to the SBIR program, en-
suring its continued use to help in the
commercialization of those innova-
tions made by small businesses. Addi-
tionally, this language will equip the
SBIR program with important new
tools to bring it more in line with the
needs of small business owners in the
21st century. Included are important
provisions to allow for increased over-
sight, more transparency and greater
flow of information between the recipi-
ent and participating agencies. We will
now have more timely solicitation re-
sponses from these agencies, the cre-
ation of an online database to properly
study and measure the performance of
businesses participating in the pro-
gram and new restrictions regarding
potential program abusers. These
changes will help SBIR continue to be
one of the few government assistance
programs which actually works.

Finally, by responsively increasing
the grant limits, which have not been
altered in over 20 years since the pro-
gram’s inception while simultaneously
not increasing the total funding pool,
we ensure that this program is stream-
lined to become more effective and effi-
cient, to focus on granting funds to
those potentially successful ideas that
need this type of support to transition
from concept to reality. Rather than
throwing more taxpayer money at an
unnecessarily large amount of grants,
the SBIR program will now focus on in-
vesting in those ideas from small busi-
nesses which actually possess the po-
tential to reach full commercialization
phase.
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Today this House will make these
important changes to the SBIR pro-
gram to ensure its continued use as a
resource, which helps small businesses
bring their new and novel ideas to the
market while also providing a value to
our economy, which we all know it so
desperately needs. Knowing that over
60 percent of American citizens get
their paycheck from a small business,
it only seems right in these tough eco-
nomic times that we focus on beefing
up those support efforts here in the
Federal Government to help the largest
employers in our country, small busi-
nesses. I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote and passage
of this bill.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. TONKO), a leader in energy innova-
tion.

Mr. TONKO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chair, as you know, small busi-
nesses are the engine that will repower
America’s economy. Research and in-
novation in the small business venue
have greatly contributed to advances
in science and technology across the
board. In fact, the city of Schenectady
in my congressional district, the ninth
largest city in New York State, was
nicknamed ‘‘The Electric City” after
Thomas HEdison moved his company
Edison Machine Works there in 1887,
which was later followed by the open-
ing of GE headquarters in 1892.

Today we are considering H.R. 2965,
the Enhancing Small Business Re-
search and Innovation Act of 2009. I
rise in full support of H.R. 2965. This
program has proven to be one of the
most successful Federal programs for
technological innovation in TUnited
States history, delivering more than
60,000 patents and hundreds of valuable
innovations in agriculture, in defense,
in energy, in health sciences, homeland
security, space, transportation and
other fields.

Through Phase I and Phase II SBIR,
countless jobs have been created in the
capital region of New York State. It is
through programs such as SBIR that
my district has developed the
underpinnings of support for a boom in
high technology innovation and eco-
nomic development. In fact, just over a
month ago a constituent of mine, Dr.
James Woo of Interscience, Inc. in
Troy, New York, was at a national con-
ference in Virginia. This conference
was to showcase Navy SBIR Phase II
projects to program managers and
large defense contractors for transi-
tion. A great majority in attendance
supported protecting the small busi-
ness opportunities that have been part
of this program. The reason is because
small, innovative companies should
have a genuine place at the Federal
table. This place is for backyard inven-
tors and local contractors, for small
and very small businesses where the re-
search is not likely a breakthrough in
technology but a breakout of imple-
mentation.

At a time when our national unem-
ployment is at 9.5 percent, we should
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do everything in our power to strength-
en small businesses that generate 70
percent of new jobs in our country. It
is important that we continue to favor
small, innovative businesses.

There’s simply no more effective way to
boost our economy than to support the small
business innovation that creates new jobs,
new technologies and new American indus-
tries.

If the tavern was the cradle of democracy,
then the garage is the cradle of enterprise.

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the bill’s sponsor,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
JASON ALTMIRE.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Chair, some of
these innovative small businesses that
are involved in this bill used to qualify
for venture capital funding under the
previous rulings that were in effect
until the year 2003. I introduced the
Enhancing Small Business Innovation
and Research Act to modernize the key
programs for this country’s greatest
innovators, America’s small busi-
nesses.

Since its inception in 1983, the SBIR
program has facilitated American com-
petitiveness, providing quality re-
search and spurring technological inno-
vation. But technology has changed
since the last reauthorization more
than a decade ago, and my legislation
reauthorizes the program to keep up
with the needs of modern small busi-
nesses. Additionally, this bill expands
the talent pool from which the pro-
grams can draw by broadening the
types of businesses that can participate
to a more diverse set of firms and mak-
ing SBIR research available to all
areas of the country, even those not
traditionally considered to be hotbeds
of R&D.

Under this bill, Federal funding for
technology innovation will be focused
on supporting the work most likely to
develop new products by targeting re-
sources towards small businesses with
the highest likelihood of commer-
cialization. Perhaps most important,
this bill helps firms participating in
the SBIR programs to attract private
investment. As we respond to the re-
cession, SBIR and the Small Business
Technology Transfer programs are two
critical tools that provide valuable
seed money for entrepreneurs who are
willing to explore untested concepts
and develop new products. Today it is
difficult for small businesses to access
financing by any means, venture cap-
ital or otherwise. We should be helping
small firms raise capital, not penal-
izing those that do.

In my home region of western Penn-
sylvania, venture capital investments
have spurred a resurgence of life
science and biotech startups. Some of
these innovative small businesses have
even partnered with businesses in
Cleveland, Ohio, to promote private in-
vestment and growth. And now more
than 80 venture capital funds have in-
vested in dozens of health care enter-
prises throughout this tech belt region.
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Allowing these cutting-edge firms to
compete for SBIR grants will foster in-
novation and accelerate job growth.

Small businesses are our Nation’s
greatest innovators. I ask my col-
leagues to support the small businesses
in their districts by supporting this
bill.

O 1300

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, at this
time, I reserve the balance of my time.
I don’t have any more speakers.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to inquire how much time remains.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Or-
egon has 4% minutes remaining.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I recognize
the Chair of the Investigations and
Oversight Subcommittee, Mr. MILLER,
the gentleman from North Carolina, for
2 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I
also rise to support this legislation.
Others have spoken generally of the
agility and the energy that small busi-
ness innovation gives our economy and
how SBIR and STTR contribute to
that.

I want to talk about two companies
in my district that have gotten SBIR
and STTR grants. The first is Geophex,
which got an SBIR grant from NASA in
2000 to develop a sensor to detect elec-
tromagnetic changes beneath the sur-
face within 30 feet. NASA wants that
technology so they can tell whether
there is water beneath the surface of
Mars, and that is reason enough to de-
velop the technology. Geophex has
found many commercial applications.
They are using that technology now to
determine if there is water beneath the
surface of Earth. The Department of
Defense is using that technology to de-
tect landmines and mines in water.
Construction companies are using the
technology to detect buried cables,
sewer lines and waterlines.

The second company is 3 Phoenix,
which I visited recently. They are also
developing a sensor technology, almost
all of which initially is for military ap-
plications. They are, for instance, de-
veloping a sensor that can detect a
periscope peaking up above the surface
of the water from 30 miles away. The
Navy really wants that technology,
and 3 Phoenix has gotten a little more
than $800,000 in several grants under
SBIR so far. They already have con-
tracts that will add up to almost $9
million in billings. They have just
begun to scratch the surface of the
commercial applications.

If you have got a sensor that can spot
a periscope 30 miles away, it is a snap
to develop a sensor using the same
technology to tell if there is a car in a
parking space. They are now working
to develop the technology that will tell
drivers in a downtown where the clos-
est empty parking space is. The poten-
tial that holds for relieving traffic con-
gestion is enormous. It will save en-
ergy. It will save emissions. It will save
frustration. Support this bill.

Mr. GRAVES. I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois, Mrs. HALVORSON, who au-
thored several of the provisions of this
bill.

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Chair, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2965, the En-
hancing Small Business Research and
Innovation Act. I want to thank Chair-
woman VELAZQUEZ, Ranking Member
GRAVES, and Mr. ALTMIRE for their
leadership on this important piece of
legislation.

I am proud to be an original cospon-
sor of this bill, which includes lan-
guage from legislation I introduced,
H.R. 2747, the Rural Technology Devel-
opment and Outreach Act. For nearly
three decades, the Small Business In-
novation Research program has sought
to increase Federal funding for innova-
tive small businesses that seek to de-
velop new technology with commercial
potential. Without funding assistance
from SBIR, many small businesses
would never have the opportunity to
develop their research into products
that can be brought to market.

Over the years, SBIR has helped
build thousands of small startups into
successful companies. Unfortunately,
SBIR awards are often concentrated in
a small number of States or regions.
There are promising small firms that
don’t apply for SBIR because they are
unaware of the programs and its bene-
fits. Many of these firms are located in
rural communities and other under-
served areas.

Today, families living in rural com-
munities throughout the country are
struggling. Too many of these rural
communities face a tremendous short-
age of economic opportunities. As a re-
sult, unemployment has skyrocketed.
In many communities in my district,
the unemployment rate has reached 13
percent. The lack of economic develop-
ment forces many talented individuals
to leave their community to seek out
opportunities elsewhere.

Title III of H.R. 2965 includes lan-
guage from my bill, the Rural Tech-
nology Development Outreach Act,
that will seek to increase SBIR partici-
pation by small firms in rural areas, as
well as by firms owned by women, mi-
norities and veterans. H.R. 29656 will
provide grant funding to organizations
that conduct outreach regarding SBIR
to these types of small businesses.

While small business growth is im-
portant in any community, it is espe-
cially critical in rural and underserved
areas. The measure in this bill will en-
courage entrepreneurship in places
where it is currently lagging. By pro-
moting innovation within these com-
munities, H.R. 2965 will set them on the
path to economic recovery.

When most people hear the word ‘‘in-
novation,” they probably don’t think
of rural regions, but the truth is that
these are the areas with the most room
for growth. If we are going to rebuild
our economy, then we will have to
unlock new markets everywhere, from
Silicon Valley to the Midwest heart-
land. H.R. 2965 will do just that.
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I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting its passage.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I reserve my
time.

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to inquire of the Chair how
much time we have left.

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
New York has 6% minutes remaining.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I yield to the gen-
tlelady from New York (Ms. CLARKE) 3
minutes.

(Ms. CLARKE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. CLARKE. I rise today to take a
strong stand for small business by sup-
porting H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small
Business Research and Innovation Act
of 2009, which reauthorizes the Small
Business Innovation Research and the
Small Business Technology Transfer
grant programs. This very important
piece of legislation will strengthen and
solidify the foundation for the growth
and ultimate success of our Nation’s
small businesses and determine the
subsequent success of our country’s
economy.

The SBIR program is one of the most
successful Federal programs for re-
search and technology innovations. It
has been central in the process of
maintaining the U.S. as a leader in
technological innovation, delivering
over 60,000 patents and several hundred
valuable innovations in all commercial
areas, including defense and homeland
security.

This 111th Congress, I have the honor
of sitting on the Committee on Home-
land Security and chairing the Sub-
committee on Emerging Threats, Cy-
bersecurity, and Science and Tech-
nology. And as the Representative of
the 11th Congressional District located
in central Brooklyn and a native New
Yorker, I have witnessed firsthand the
need for advanced technology to keep
America and its citizens safe.

The events of 9/11 and subsequent war
in Afghanistan and Iraq have catalyzed
the need to develop both antiterrorism
technology and defense systems that
will defend our Nation and save pre-
cious American lives from terrorist ac-
tion.

Moreover, this funding is integral in
providing funding for women and mi-
nority-owned research firms that have
historically been marginalized and
locked out of the system and have had
more difficulty navigating through the
technology and innovation research
arena.

There is no better time than now to
encourage technological innovation, to
meet the Federal research and develop-
ment needs of our country, and to in-
crease the quality and quantity of
products in our market. And there is
no other group better equipped to han-
dle such a task than the small business
community.
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Currently, small businesses are re-
sponsible for creating roughly 70 per-
cent of new jobs and employ half of the
private sector workforce. They are
truly the backbone of our economy and
the conduit through which we will
emerge from this recession. I have had
a very longstanding commitment to
the support of the technological entre-
preneurship and the jobs it creates. In
my district in Brooklyn, our State Uni-
versity Medical Center is home to
Brooklyn’s first biotechnology incu-
bator where small emerging entre-
preneurs are developing the cures for
our Nation’s illnesses and diseases.
This legislation enables the vital sup-
port these entrepreneurs are des-
perately seeking. This is why I strong-
ly support H.R. 2965, the Enhancing
Small Business Research and Innova-
tion Act of 2009.

I thank Chairwoman VELAZQUEZ,
Ranking Member GRAVES, Sub-
committee Chairman NYE and Con-
gressman ALTMIRE for taking charge on
this bill.

Mr. GRAVES. I reserve the balance
of my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WU. I reserve the balance of my
time. .

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Penn-
sylvania (Ms. SCHWARTZ) 2 minutes.

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I rise today in sup-
port of the Enhancing Small Business
Research and Innovation Act.

Ingenuity and innovation are key to
the U.S. economy. In Pennsylvania, the
bioscience industry employs more than
77,000 people in good-paying jobs. The
industry develops lifesaving pharma-
ceuticals, medical equipment and de-
vices that are important here at home
and around the world.

In order to develop these important
technologies, these companies need ac-
cess to early capital to move their
products from the research phase into
commercial development. Small busi-
ness programs, particularly SBIR and
STTR programs, are important tools
for our country’s entrepreneurs to
bring their ideas to market; however,
under rules established by the previous
administration, companies with large
investments from venture capital were
ineligible to participate in the SBIR
program. This ruling created an unfor-
tunate situation where companies had
to choose between utilizing these Fed-
eral business incubator resources or
raising essential venture capital in-
vestment, both important to growing
their business.

The bill before us today overturns
this prior policy and enables Pennsyl-
vania and the bioscience companies
and companies around the country to
utilize these important Federal re-
sources and seek private investment
capital.

Former Congressman from Pennsyl-
vania, Jim Greenwood, and now presi-
dent of the Biotechnology Industry Or-
ganization, has said this bill ‘‘will help
to ensure that small U.S. biotech com-
panies have increased access to capital
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for meritorious cutting-edge,
stage research.”

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation that will create jobs and
keep American technology competitive
in this global economy.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I sim-
ply want to urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bill.

I don’t have any more speakers, and
I yield back my time.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to recognize
the staff who put many hard years of
work into this legislation. On the
Science Committee staff, I always say
that you don’t have to be a rocket sci-
entist to serve on the Science Com-
mittee, but you do have to be a rocket
scientist to staff the Science Com-
mittee. I would like to recognize the
good work of Mike Quear of my staff
and Dennis Worden.

The bill that they have crafted is
fundamentally about jobs. It is about
turning research into new products and
new services, but most importantly,
good, high-wage jobs that tend not to
go away. This is a 25-year-old-plus pro-
gram that has worked, and we are here
today making improvements. We are
making the program more flexible by
permitting cross-agency awards. We
are permitting awardees to skip phase
one and go straight to a phase two
award if they have done that develop-
ment work with private money. We are
collecting data, because there is a
dearth of data currently, data that will
help us target this program even better
in future reauthorizations.

For the first time in 5 years, we are
going back to the prior rule, the pre-
existing rule that was there for 20
yvears of permitting venture capitalists
to participate more broadly in the pro-
gram but with carefully crafted restric-
tions. This program remains the exclu-
sive domain of small businesses, those
businesses with 500 or fewer employees.
It is the kind of bill that has brought
together a bipartisan consensus, be-
cause we need it now more than ever
under our economic circumstances.
This is the kind of legislation that we
should be working on all the time that
turns research into new products, new
services and new jobs.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, today we have an op-
portunity to invest in the two greatest
sources of economic growth: entrepre-
neurship and innovation. We know that
small firms create roughly 70 percent
of all new jobs, and we recognize that
new markets are the surest path to
prosperity, so it only makes sense to
strengthen small business innovation.
H.R. 2965 does exactly that. This is a
bipartisan bill, one that could not have
been drafted without contributions
from my colleagues, Mr. GRAVES, Mr.
SCHOCK, Mrs. HALVORSON, Mr. BRIGHT,
Mr. NYE, and most importantly, the
bill sponsor, Mr. ALTMIRE.

early-
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I would also like to thank Science
and Technology, both chairman and
ranking member, and the sub-
committee chairman, Mr. DAVID WU,
and the ranking member.

Especially, I want to say thank you
to the staff on both committees who
have worked so diligently in working
in a bipartisan manner.

This legislation has the support of 60
different organizations, including the
U.S. Women’s Chamber of Commerce,
the Advanced Medical Technology As-
sociation and the Biotechnology Indus-
try Organization. The SBIR and STTR
programs are critical to small business
resources. They helped 1,500 firms get
off the ground every year, and in the
past we have sparked breakthroughs in
everything from antivirus software to
defense technology.

Clearly, these programs hold enor-
mous value. Even so, they haven’t been
modernized in over 8 years and are in
sore need of enhancement. In improv-
ing SBIR and STTR, we are going to
increase efficiency, expand the small
business talent pool and boost commer-
cialization.

Meanwhile, we are also going to give
entrepreneurs more options for forming
their ventures. Taken together these
measures will do more than spark in-
vention. They will help small firms
market new products, open new indus-
tries and put more Americans back to
work.

I will urge my colleagues to support
this bill.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chair, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2965, a bill to reauthor-
ize the Small Business Innovation Research
(SBIR) and Small Business Technology Trans-
fer Programs (STTR).

Too often, | hear from small businesses in
my district about what | call the “valley of
death”—that period when a firm has devel-
oped a new technology but faces difficulties
commercializing it and moving it to the market.

In an economy where credit is scarce, the
timing to provide stable resources for small-
tech companies is now. There are hundreds of
healthcare and energy solutions past dis-
covery and development. They only need that
one final push to advance to the marketplace.

H.R. 2965 will help them do just that. Reau-
thorizing the SBIR-STTR programs through
2011—with an emphasis on commercialization
in the last phase—will deploy new tech-
nologies that improve the quality of our lives,
drive economic growth, and create high paying
jobs.

As the largest of the small business re-
search and development programs, the SBIR-
STTR awards are an important and successful
element of the Federal R&D portfolio.

In fact, lllinois is one of the top ten states
benefitting from SBIR research dollars.

Since 1983, over four hundred million dol-
lars of grant awards went to my home state.
lllinois small businesses utilizing these re-
sources over the years have received over
eight hundred patents for their innovative work
and hired nearly five thousand high-tech em-
ployees.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill and
support small business innovation. Doing so
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maintains our commitment to science and
technology advancements, drives the Amer-
ican economy, creates jobs, and keeps Amer-
ican competitive.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair, | rise
today in support of H.R. 2965, to amend the
Small Business Act with respect to the Small
Business Innovation Research Program and
the Small Business Technology Transfer Pro-
gram, and for other purposes. | would like to
thank my colleague Representative JASON
ALTMIRE from Pennsylvania for introducing this
important piece of legislation.

| support this legislation because it in-
creases the support of small businesses which
are the lifeblood of the American economy.
This legislation extends the previous termi-
nation date for SBIR and STTR programs to
2011, allowing more businesses to participate.
It extends the authority to all agencies to de-
velop programs supporting the commercializa-
tion of SBIR-funded research and increases
the provision of funds to assist small busi-
nesses in rural areas. Importantly, it also pro-
vides for the special consideration of histori-
cally underrepresented groups, including small
businesses operated by women, minorities,
and service-disabled veterans.

Though | support this legislation, | have con-
cerns over the provision extending eligibility of
the SBIR and STTR programs to Venture
Capital Operating Companies. The Small Busi-
ness Administration defines small VCOCs as
firms with annual earnings below $6.5 million,
effectively identifying large businesses as
small businsesses under the text of this legis-
lation. Furthermore, the bill does not include
limits for the level VCOC participation, failing
to safeguard the overcrowding of small busi-
nesses within the SBIR and STTR programs.
Both the National Academy of Sciences and
the Government Accountability Office have
recommended such safeguards be included in
this legislation, yet the text remains un-
changed. | have always been a supporter of
small businesses and | am the sponsor of the
Fairness and Transparency in Contracting Act,
which would ensure that small businesses can
take full advantage of federal contracting op-
portunities. Although H.R. 2965 fails to include
the safeguards necessary to protect small
businesses, | believe it is a step in the right di-
rection.

Small businesses represent 99 percent of
employer firms, employ half of all private sec-
tor employees, and comprise 97 percent of
identified exporters. In the state of Georgia,
the more than 860,000 small businesses em-
ploy more than 3.6 million workers. | urge my
colleagues to vote in support of enhancing
small business innovation, small businesses
research, employment, and the economy by
supporting this legislation.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chair, | rise today in support
of our nation’s small businesses and for the
passage of H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small
Business Research and Innovation Act of
2009.

Much of the economic success that we
enjoy as a nation is the result of innovation
and development by America’s small business
community. Small businesses employ more
than half of all workers in the private sector
and generate 60 to 80 percent of new jobs in
this country. High-tech small businesses form
a growing part of our national economy, par-
ticularly in New Jersey. According to the Na-
tional Science Foundation, New Jersey ranks
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in the top five among states in both the num-
ber of high-tech businesses and the size of
the workforce employed by those businesses.
Restoring our economic growth will require fo-
cusing on this strength and improving it.

To continue our innovation advantage, we
must ensure that these high-tech small busi-
nesses have a steady stream of new ideas,
which are generated by translating basic sci-
entific research into commercial products. A
recent analysis by the Information Technology
and Innovation Foundation found that 77 per-
cent of the award-winning innovative tech-
nologies in 2006 came about because of ideas
generated from federally funded scientific re-
search. We must give our small businesses
the necessary tools to continue to translate
this research into innovative technologies and
products.

The legislation before us today would help
close this gap by expanding and improving
two of the SBA’s most successful programs:
the Small Business Innovation Research
(SBIR) program and the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer (STTR) program. The SBIR
program has proven to be a successful way to
advance technological innovation, delivering
more than 55,000 patents and hundreds of
valuable innovations in agriculture, defense,
energy, health sciences, homeland security,
space, transportation, and other fields. The
program is a unique collaboration, allowing
government agencies to fund projects to meet
specific agency needs while expanding oppor-
tunities for small businesses. SBIR has en-
hanced the role of innovative small businesses
and higher education research institutions in
federally-funded research and development,
while fostering competition, productivity, and
economic growth. | support this program so
that it will continue to provide a vital source of
funding to establish and grow innovative small
businesses.

Our nation’s innovation infrastructure, and
its underlying science and technology assets,
lead the world across a wide range of meas-
ures. However, our successes have encour-
aged other countries to follow our example
and boost their innovation infrastructures.
Therefore, we must redouble our efforts to
boost innovation through research and support
high tech companies that will provide the inno-
vation and jobs of the 21st Century. The legis-
lation before us today will give these high-tech
small businesses the tools that they need to
succeed. | encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts. Mr. Chair,
| rise in opposition to H.R. 2965, the Enhanc-
ing Small Business Innovation and Research
Act.

| must oppose this bill because | have seri-
ous concerns about changes made in the bill
to the SBIR program that would allow SBIR
awards to go to an unlimited number of busi-
nesses owned or controlled by Venture capital
(VC) firms. The SBIR program, responsible for
over 60,000 patents, has always focused on
innovation from truly small businesses for
whom commercial capital market funding is
typically not an option. However, with the
change made in this bill, the SBIR program
would be wide open to applicants that already
are well-capitalized due to VC participation,
crowding out the small businesses that have
been the focus of the highly successful SBIR
program.

When the Rules Committee met yesterday,
| offered an amendment to H.R. 2965 along
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with my colleagues Representative TSONGAS,
Representative  WELCH, and Representative
HODES which would have resolved two major
problems with H.R 2965 that undermine the
intent of the SBIR program.

The amendment we offered would have:

1. Allowed the National Institutes of Health
(NIH) to direct up to 15% of its SBIR budget
to majority venture backed businesses and
allow every other federal agency to direct up
to 5 percent of its SBIR budget to majority
venture backed businesses. In this way, our
amendment provided a sensible balance be-
tween the prohibition on VC participation,
which is the current law, and enabling, without
limitation, the participation in the SBIR pro-
gram of businesses that are owned or con-
trolled by VC firms. The safeguards included
in our amendment were based on the rec-
ommendations from the National Academy of
Sciences and Government Accountability Of-
fice (GAO).

2. Increased SBIR Phase | and Phase Il
awards to $150,000 and $1,000,000 respec-
tively. This increase recognized the need to
boost award size due to inflation, but did not
increase the award size to such an extent that
there will be fewer overall awards available.

While | support VC participation in the SBIR
program—and our amendment specifically
provided for it—enabling an unlimited amount
of large VC majority-owned firms to qualify for
SBIR funding calls into question whether this
program, intended for genuinely small busi-
nesses, is, in fact, still focused on these firms.

Our amendment provided a needed com-
promise that recognized the importance of
venture capital and recognized the need to
hold central truly small business innovation.

Unfortunately, our amendment was not
made in order by the Rules Committee. With-
out the protections in our amendment, we run
the risk of taking the “Small” out of the Small
Business Research Innovation Program.

At a time when our national unemployment
rate is at 9.5 percent, we should do everything
in our power to strengthen small businesses
that generate 70 percent of new jobs in our
country. H.R 2965 does not do enough to en-
sure that small businesses are the focus of
the SBIR program, and therefore | cannot sup-
port the bill.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I yield back the
balance of my time.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

In lieu of the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on
Science and Technology, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Small
Business printed in the bill shall be
considered as the original bill for pur-
pose of amendment under the 5-minute
rule and shall be considered as read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows:

H.R. 2965

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“Enhancing Small Business Research and
Innovation Act of 2009°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
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TITLE [—PROGRAM EXTENSION AND VEN-
TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPANY
INVOLVEMENT

Sec. 101. Extension of termination dates.

Sec. 102. Ensuring that innovative small busi-
nesses with substantial invest-
ment from venture capital oper-
ating companies are able to par-
ticipate in the SBIR and STTR
programs.

TITLE II—COMMERCIALIZATION ACTIVI-
TIES AND RESEARCH TOPICS DESERVING
SPECIAL CONSIDERATION

Sec. 201. Focus on commercialization.

Sec. 202. Inclusion of energy-related research
topics and rare disease-related re-
search topics as deserving ‘‘spe-
cial consideration’ as SBIR re-
search topics.

Sec. 203. Nanotechnology-related research top-
ics.

Sec. 204. Clarifying the definition of ‘‘Phase
Three’.

Sec. 205. Agency research goals.

Sec. 206. Commercialization programs.

TITLE III—RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND
OUTREACH

Outreach and support activities.

Rural preference.

Obtaining SBIR applicant’s consent to
release contact information to
economic development organiza-
tions.

Increased partnerships between SBIR
awardees and prime contractors,
venture capital investment compa-
nies, and larger businesses.

TITLE IV—SBIR AND STTR ENHANCEMENT

Sec. 401. Increased number of research topic so-
licitations annually and short-
ened period for final decisions on
applications.

Agencies should fund vital R&D
projects with the potential for
commercialization.

Federal agency engagement with SBIR
awardees that have been awarded
multiple Phase One awards but
have mnot been awarded Phase
Two awards.

Funding for administrative, oversight,
and contract processing costs.
Comptroller general audit of how Fed-
eral agencies calculate extramural

research budgets.

Agency databases to support program
evaluation.

Agency databases to support tech-
nology utilization.

Interagency Policy Committee.

National Research  Council
Study.

Ezxpress authority to ‘‘fast-track’
Phase Two awards for promising
Phase One research.

Increased SBIR and STTR award lev-
els.

Ezxpress authority for an agency to
award sequential Phase Two
awards for SBIR-funded projects.

First phase required.

Involvement of Chief Counsel for Ad-
vocacy.

TITLE I—PROGRAM EXTENSION AND VEN-
TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPANY
INVOLVEMENT

SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATES.
(a) SBIR.—Section 9(m) of the Small Business

Act (15 U.S.C. 638(m)) is amended by striking

2008 and inserting “2011”.

(b) STTR.—Section 9(n)(1)(A) of the Small

Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(n)(1)(A)) is amended

by striking 2009’ and inserting 2011”°.

Sec. 301.
Sec. 302.
Sec. 303.

Sec. 304.

Sec. 402.

Sec. 403.

Sec. 404.

Sec. 405.

Sec. 406.

Sec. 407.

408.
409.

Sec.
Sec. SBIR

Sec. 410.

Sec. 411.

Sec. 412.

Sec. 413.
Sec. 414.
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SEC. 102. ENSURING THAT INNOVATIVE SMALL
BUSINESSES WITH SUBSTANTIAL IN-
VESTMENT FROM VENTURE CAPITAL
OPERATING COMPANIES ARE ABLE
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SBIR AND
STTR PROGRAMS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(aa) VENTURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPA-
NIES.—Effective only for the SBIR and STTR
programs the following shall apply:

““(1) A business concern that has more than
500 employees shall not qualify as a small busi-
ness concern.

“(2) In determining whether a small business
concern is independently owned and operated
under section 3(a)(1) or meets the small business
size standards instituted under section 3(a)(2),
the Administrator shall not consider a business
concern to be affiliated with a venture capital
operating company (or with any other business
that the venture capital operating company has
financed) if—

““(A) the venture capital operating company
does not own 50 percent or more of the business
concern; and

“(B) employees of the venture capital oper-
ating company do not constitute a majority of
the board of directors of the business concern.

“(3) A business concern shall be deemed to be
‘independently owned and operated’ if—

““(4) it is owned in majority part by one or
more natural persons or venture capital oper-
ating companies;

““(B) there is no single venture capital oper-
ating company that owns 50 percent or more of
the business concern; and

“(C) there is mo single venture capital oper-
ating company the employees of which con-
stitute a magjority of the board of directors of the
business concern.

“(4) If a venture capital operating company
controlled by a business with more than 500 em-
ployees (in this paragraph referred to as a
‘VCOC under large business control’) has an
ownership interest in a small business concern
that is owned in majority part by venture cap-
ital operating companies, the small business
concern is eligible to receive an award under the
SBIR or STTR program only if—

“(A) nmot more than two VCOCs under large
business control have an ownership interest in
the small business concern; and

“(B) the VCOCs under large business control
do not collectively own more than 20 percent of
the small business concern.

“(5) The term ‘venture capital operating com-
pany’ means a business concern—

“(4) that—

‘(1) is a Venture Capital Operating Company,
as that term is defined in regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary of Labor; or

““(it) is an entity that—

“(1) is registered under the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-51 et seq.); or

“(I1) is an investment company, as defined in
section 3(c)(1) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 80a-
3(c)(1)), which is not registered under such Act
because it is beneficially owned by less than 100
persons; and

““(B) that is itself organized or incorporated
and domiciled in the United States, or is con-
trolled by a business concern that is incor-
porated and domiciled in the United States.’’.
TITLE II—COMMERCIALIZATION ACTIVI-

TIES AND RESEARCH TOPICS DESERV-

ING SPECIAL CONSIDERATION
SEC. 201. FOCUS ON COMMERCIALIZATION.

Section 9(a) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(a)) is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘It is further the policy of Con-
gress that the programs established in this sec-
tion should focus on promoting research and de-
velopment of projects governed by commercial
business plans, which have significant potential
to produce products or services for the market-
place or for acquisition by Federal agencies.”’.
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SEC. 202. INCLUSION OF ENERGY-RELATED RE-
SEARCH TOPICS AND RARE DISEASE-
RELATED RESEARCH TOPICS AS DE-
SERVING  “SPECIAL CONSIDER-
ATION” AS SBIR RESEARCH TOPICS.

Section 9(g)(3) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(g)(3)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A)
by inserting after ‘‘critical technologies’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or pressing research priorities’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(C) the National Academy of Sciences, in the
final report issued by the ‘America’s Energy Fu-
ture: Technology Opportunities, Risks, and
Tradeoffs’ project, and in subsequent reports
issued by the National Academy of Sciences on
sustainability, energy, and alternative fuels;

‘(D) the National Institutes of Health, in the
annual report on the rare diseases research ac-
tivities of the National Institutes of Health for
fiscal year 2005, and in subsequent reports
issued by the National Institutes of Health on
rare diseases research activities; or

‘““(E) the National Academy of Sciences, in the
final report issued by the ‘Transit Research and
Development: Federal Role in the National Pro-
gram’ project and the ‘Transportation Research,
Development and Technology Strategic Plan
(2006-2010)° issued by the United States Depart-
ment of Transportation Research and Innova-
tive Technology Administration, and in subse-
quent reports issued by the National Academy of
Sciences and United States Department of
Transportation on transportation and infra-
structure;”’.
SEC. 203.

ITPORT)

or” at

NANOTECHNOLOGY-RELATED RE-
SEARCH TOPICS.

(a) SBIR.—Section 9(g)(3) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)(3)), as amended, is
further amended—

(1) in subparagraph (D) by striking
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (E) by adding “or’’ at the
end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(F) the national nanotechnology strategic
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the 21st
Century Nanotechnology Research and Develop-
ment Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in subse-
quent reports issued by the National Science
and Technology Council Committee on Tech-
nology, focusing on areas of manotechnology
identified in such plan,’’.

(b) STTR.—Section 9(0)(3) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)(3)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘or
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (B) by adding ‘“‘or’’ at the
end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(C) by the national nanotechnology strategic
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the 21st
Century Nanotechnology Research and Develop-
ment Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in subse-
quent reports issued by the National Science
and Technology Council Committee on Tech-
nology, focusing on areas of manotechnology
identified in such plan,’’.

SEC. 204. CLARIFYING THE DEFINITION
“PHASE THREE”.

Section 9(e) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)(C) in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by inserting after ‘“‘a third
phase’ the following: ‘‘, which shall consist of
work that derives from, extends, or logically
concludes efforts performed under prior SBIR
funding agreements (which may be referred to
as ‘Phase III’)’’;

(2) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the
end;

(3) in paragraph (9) by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(10) the term ‘commercialization’ means the
process of developing marketable products or
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services and producing and delivering products
or services for sale (whether by the originating
party or by others) to government or commercial
markets.”.

SEC. 205. AGENCY RESEARCH GOALS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by striking
subsection (h) and inserting the following:

“(h) AGENCY RESEARCH GOALS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the require-
ments of subsection (f), each Federal agency
that is required by this section to have an SBIR
program and that awards annually
$5,000,000,000 or more in procurement contracts
shall, effective for fiscal year 2010 and each fis-
cal year thereafter, establish annual goals for
commercialization of projects funded by SBIR
awards.

““(2) SPECIFIC GOALS.—The goals required by
paragraph (1) shall include specific goals for
each of the following:

““(A) The percentage of SBIR projects that re-
ceive funding for the third phase (as defined in
subsection (e)(4)(C)).

‘““(B) The percentage of SBIR projects that are
successfully integrated into a program of record.

‘“(C) The amount of Federal dollars received
by SBIR projects through Federal contracts, not
including dollars received through the SBIR
program.

“(3) SUBMISSION TO COMMITTEES.—For each
fiscal year for which goals are required by para-
graph (1), the agency shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and the Committee on
Science and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship of the Senate—

“(A) not later than 60 days after the begin-
ning of the fiscal year, the goals; and

“(B) not later than 90 days after the end of
the fiscal year, data on the extent to which the
goals were met and a description of the method-
ology used to collect such data.’.

SEC. 206. COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638) as amended, is further amended, by adding
at the end the following:

““(bb) COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program shall
establish a commercialization program that sup-
ports the progress of SBIR awardees to the third
phase. The commercialization program may in-
clude activities such as partnership databases,
partnership  conferences, multiple  second
phases, mentoring between prime contractors
and SBIR awardees, multiple second phases
with matching private investment requirements,
jumbo awards, SBIR helpdesks, and transition
assistance programs. The agency shall include
in its annual report an analysis of the various
activities considered for inclusion in the com-
mercialization program and a statement of the
reasons why each activity considered was in-
cluded or not included, as the case may be.

““(2) FUNDING FOR COMMERCIALIZATION PRO-
GRAMS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made avail-
able to carry out this paragraph, the Adminis-
trator may, on petition by agencies required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program, trans-
fer funds to such agencies to support the com-
mercialization programs of such agencies.

‘““(B) PETITIONS.—The Administrator shall es-
tablish rules for making transfers under sub-
paragraph (A). The initial set of rules shall be
promulgated not later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this paragraph.

“(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator to carry out this paragraph
327,500,000 for fiscal year 2010 and each fiscal
year thereafter.

‘““(3) FUNDING LIMITATION.—For payment of
expenses incurred to administer the commer-
cialization programs described in paragraphs (1)
and (2), the head of an agency may use not
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movre than an amount equal to 1 percent of the
funds set aside for the agency’s Small Business
Innovation Research program. Such funds—

“(A) shall not be subject to the limitations on
the use of funds in subsection (f)(2); and

‘“(B) shall mot be used for the purpose of
funding costs associated with salaries and ex-
penses of employees of the Federal Govern-
ment.”’.

TITLE III—RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND
OUTREACH
SEC. 301. OUTREACH AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by insert-
ing after subsection (r) the following:

‘“(s) OUTREACH AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the other provi-
sions of this subsection, the Administrator shall
make grants on a competitive basis to organiza-
tions, to be used by the organizations to do one
or both of the following:

“(A) To conduct outreach efforts to increase
participation in the programs under this section.

“(B) To provide application support and en-
trepreneurial and business skills support to pro-
spective participants in the programs under this
section.

“(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator $10,000,000 to carry out para-
graph (1) for each of fiscal years 2010 and 2011.

“(3) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—For each of
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1),
the amount of assistance provided to an organi-
zation under that subparagraph in any fiscal
year—

“(A) shall be equal to the total amount of
matching funds from mon-Federal sources pro-
vided by the organization; and

“(B) shall not exceed $250,000.

‘“(4) DIRECTION.—An organication receiving
funds under paragraph (1) shall, in using those
funds, direct its activities at one or both of the
following:

“(4) Small business concerns located in geo-
graphic areas that are underrepresented in the
programs under this section.

“(B) Small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by women, small business concerns
owned and controlled by service-disabled vet-
erans, and small business concerns owned and
controlled by minorities.

““(5) ADVISORY BOARD.—

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, the Administrator shall establish an ad-
visory board for the activities carried out under
this subsection.

““(B) NON-APPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.)
shall not apply to the advisory board.

“(C) MEMBERS.—The members of the advisory
board shall include the following:

‘(i) The Administrator (or the Administrator’s
designee).

““(ii) For each Federal agency required by this
section to conduct an SBIR program, the head
of the agency (or the designee of the head of the
agency).

“‘(iii) Representatives of small business con-
cerns that are current or former recipients of
SBIR awards, or representatives of organiza-
tions of such concerns.

“(iv) Representatives of service providers of
SBIR outreach and assistance, or representa-
tives of organizations of such service providers.

‘(D) DUTIES.—The advisory board shall have
the following duties:

“(i) To develop guidelines for awards under
paragraph (1), including guidelines relating to
award sizes, proposal requirements, measures
for monitoring awardee performance, and meas-
ures for determining the overall value of the ac-
tivities carried out by the awardees.

“(ii) To identify opportunities for coordinated
outreach, technical assistance, and commer-
cialization activities among Federal agencies,
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the recipients of the awards under paragraph
(1), and applicants and recipients of SBIR
awards, including opportunities such as—

‘(1) podcasting or webcasting for conferences,
training workshops, and other events;

‘“(11) shared online resources to match pro-
spective applicants with the network of para-
graph (1) recipients; and

‘““(111) venture capital conferences tied to tech-
nologies and sectors that cross agencies.

““(iii) To review and recommend revisions to
activities under paragraph (1).

“(iv) To submit to the Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate
and the Committee on Small Business and the
Committee on Science and Technology of the
House of Representatives an annual report on
the activities carried out under paragraph (1)
and the effectiveness and impact of those activi-
ties.

‘““(6) SELECTION CRITERIA—In awarding
grants under this subsection, the Administrator
shall use selection criteria developed by the ad-
visory board established under paragraph (5).
The criteria shall include—

““(A) criteria designed to give preference to ap-
plicants who propose to carry out activities that
will reach either an underperforming geographic
area or an underrepresented population group
(as measured by the number of SBIR appli-
cants);

““(B) criteria designed to give preference to ap-
plicants who propose to carry out activities that
complement, and are integrated into, the exist-
ing public-private innovation support system for
the targeted region or population;

““(C) criteria designed to give preference to ap-
plicants who propose to measure the effective-
ness of the proposed activities; and

‘(D) criteria designed to give preference to ap-
plicants who include a Small Business Develop-
ment Center program that is accredited for its
technology services.

‘““(7) PEER REVIEW.—In awarding grants under
this subsection, the Administrator shall use a
peer review process. Reviewers shall include—

““(A) SBIR program managers for agencies re-
quired by this section to conduct SBIR pro-
grams; and

‘“‘(B) private individuals and organizations
that are knowledgeable about SBIR, the innova-
tion process, technology commercialication, and
State and regional technology-based economic
development programs.

““(8) PER-STATE LIMITATIONS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a
grant under this subsection, the applicant must
have the written endorsement of the Governor of
the State where the targeted regions or popu-
lations are located (if the regions or populations
are located in more than one State, the appli-
cant must have the written endorsement of the
Governor of each such State). Such an endorse-
ment must indicate that the Governor will en-
sure that the activities to be carried out under
the grant will be integrated with the balance of
the State’s portfolio of investments to help small
business concerns commercialize technology.

‘““(B) LIMITATION.—Each fiscal year, a Gov-
ernor may have in effect mot more than one
written endorsement for a grant under para-
graph (1)(4), and not more than one written en-
dorsement for a grant under paragraph (1)(B).

““(9) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR AWARDS.—In
making awards under paragraph (1) the Admin-
istrator shall ensure that each award shall be
for a period of 2 fiscal years. The Administrator
shall establish rules and performance goals for
the disbursement of funds for the second fiscal
year, and funds shall not be disbursed to a re-
cipient for such a fiscal year until after the ad-
visory board established under this subsection
has determined that the recipient is in compli-
ance with the rules and performance goals.”.
SEC. 302. RURAL PREFERENCE.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:
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““(cc) RURAL PREFERENCE.—In making awards
under this section, Federal agencies shall give
priority to applications so as to increase the
number of SBIR and STTR award recipients
from rural areas.”’.

SEC. 303. OBTAINING SBIR APPLICANT’S CON-
SENT TO RELEASE CONTACT INFOR-
MATION TO ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT ORGANIZATIONS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“‘(dd) CONSENT TO RELEASE CONTACT INFOR-
MATION TO ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘(1) ENABLING CONCERN TO GIVE CONSENT.—
Each Federal agency required by this section to
conduct an SBIR program shall enable a small
business concern that is an SBIR applicant to
indicate to the agency whether the agency has
its consent to—

““(A) identify the concern to appropriate local
and State-level economic development organiza-
tions as an SBIR applicant; and

‘““(B) release the concern’s contact information
to such organizations.

‘““(2) RULES.—The Administrator shall estab-
lish rules to implement this subsection. The rules
shall include a requirement that the agency in-
clude in its SBIR application forms a provision
through which the applicant can indicate con-
sent for purposes of paragraph (1).”.

SEC. 304. INCREASED PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN
SBIR AWARDEES AND PRIME CON-
TRACTORS, VENTURE CAPITAL IN-
VESTMENT COMPANIES, AND LARG-
ER BUSINESSES.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“‘(ee) INCREASED PARTNERSHIPS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program shall
establish initiatives by which the agency en-
courages partnerships between SBIR awardees
and prime contractors, venture capital invest-
ment companies, business incubators, and larger
businesses, for the purpose of facilitating the
progress of the SBIR awardees to the third
phase.

““(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the term
‘business incubator’ means an entity that pro-
vides coordinated and specialized services to en-
trepreneurial businesses which meet selected cri-
teria during the businesses’ startup phases, in-
cluding providing services such as shared office
space and office services, access to equipment,
access to telecommunications and technology
services, flexible leases, specialiced management
assistance, access to financing, mentoring and
training services, or other coordinated business
or technical support services designed to provide
business development assistance to entrepre-
neurial businesses during these businesses’
startup phases.”.

TITLE IV—SBIR AND STTR ENHANCEMENT

SEC. 401. INCREASED NUMBER OF RESEARCH
TOPIC SOLICITATIONS ANNUALLY
AND SHORTENED PERIOD FOR FINAL
DECISIONS ON APPLICATIONS.

(a) INCREASED NUMBER OF RESEARCH TOPIC
SOLICITATIONS ANNUALLY.—Section 9(g)(2) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(9)(2)) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon at
the end the following: *‘, but not less often than
twice per year’’.

(b) SHORTENED PERIOD FOR FINAL DECISIONS
ON APPLICATIONS.—Section 9(9)(4) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)(4)) is amended by
inserting before the semicolon at the end the fol-
lowing: *‘, but a final decision on each proposal
shall be rendered not later than 90 days after
the date on which the solicitation closes unless
the Administrator determines, on a case by case
basis, that a decision may be extended from 90
days to 180 days’’.
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SEC. 402. AGENCIES SHOULD FUND VITAL R&D
PROJECTS WITH THE POTENTIAL
FOR COMMERCIALIZATION.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(ff) MULTIPLE FIRST PHASE SBIR AWARDS
REPORT.—The Administrator shall, on an an-
nual basis, submit to the Committee on Small
Business and the Committee on Science and
Technology of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Small Business and Entrepre-
neurship of the Senate a list identifying each
small business concern that, for the period cov-
ered by the preceding 5 fiscal years, received 15
or more first phase SBIR awards and no second
phase SBIR awards.”’.

SEC. 403. FEDERAL AGENCY ENGAGEMENT WITH
SBIR AWARDEES THAT HAVE BEEN
AWARDED MULTIPLE PHASE ONE
AWARDS BUT HAVE NOT BEEN
AWARDED PHASE TWO AWARDS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“(99) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO FEDERAL
AGENCY ENGAGEMENT WITH CERTAIN FIRST
PHASE SBIR AWARDEES.—Each Federal agency
required by this section to conduct an SBIR pro-
gram shall engage with SBIR awardees that
have been awarded multiple first phase SBIR
awards but have not been awarded any second
phase SBIR awards and shall develop perform-
ance measures with respect to awardee progres-
sion in the SBIR program.’’.

SEC. 404. FUNDING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, OVER-
SIGHT, AND CONTRACT PROCESSING
COSTS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(hh)  ASSISTANCE FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE,
OVERSIGHT, AND  CONTRACT  PROCESSING
COSTS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made avail-
able to carry out this subsection, the Adminis-
trator may, on petition by Federal agencies re-
quired by this section to conduct an SBIR pro-
gram, transfer funds to such agencies to assist
with the administrative, oversight, and contract
processing costs relating to such program.

““(2) PETITIONS.—The Administrator shall es-
tablish rules for making transfers under para-
graph (1). The initial set of rules shall be pro-
mulgated not later than 180 days after the date
of the enactment of this subsection.

“(3) LIMIT ON TRANSFER.—A Federal agency
may not receive under this subsection in a fiscal
year an amount greater than 3 percent of the
SBIR budget of such agency for such fiscal
year.

‘“(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator to carry out this subsection
327,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2010 and
2011.”.

SEC. 405. COMPTROLLER GENERAL AUDIT OF
HOW FEDERAL AGENCIES CAL-
CULATE EXTRAMURAL RESEARCH
BUDGETS.

The Comptroller General of the United States
shall carry out a detailed audit of how Federal
agencies calculate extramural research budgets
for purposes of calculating the size of the agen-
cies’ Small Business Innovation Research Pro-
gram and Small Business Technology Transfer
Program budgets. Not later than 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit to the Committee on
Small Business and the Committee on Science
and Technology of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Small Business and En-
trepreneurship of the Senate a report on the re-
sults of the audit.

SEC. 406. AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT PRO-
GRAM EVALUATION.

Section 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15

U.S.C. 638(k)) is amended—
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(1) in paragraph (2)(A)—

(A) by striking “‘and’’ at the end of clause (ii);

(B) by inserting ‘“‘and’ at the end of clause
(iii); and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

“(iv) information on the ownership structure
of award recipients, both at the time of receipt
of the award and upon completion of the award
period;’’;

(2) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol-
lows:

““(3) UPDATING INFORMATION FOR DATABASE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—A Federal agency shall not
make a Phase I or Phase II payment to a small
business concern under this section unless the
small business concern has provided all informa-
tion required under this subsection and avail-
able at the time with respect to the award under
which the payment is made, and with respect to
any other award under this section previously
received by the small business concern or a pred-
ecessor in interest to the small business concern.

‘““(B) APPORTIONMENT.—In complying with
this paragraph, a small business concern may
apportion sales or additional investment infor-
mation relating to more than one second phase
award among those awards, if it notes the ap-
portionment for each award.

“(C) ANNUAL UPDATES UPON TERMINATION.—A
small business concern receiving an award
under this section shall—

““(i) in the case of a second phase award, up-
date information in the databases required
under paragraphs (2) and (6) concerning that
award at the termination of the award period;

‘(i) in the case of award recipients not de-
scribed in clause (iii), be requested to volun-
tarily update such information annually there-
after for a period of 5 years; and

““(iii) in the case of a small business concern
applying for a subsequent first phase or second
phase award, be required to update such infor-
mation annually thereafter for a period of §
years.”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(6) AGENCY PROGRAM EVALUATION DATA-
BASES.—Each Federal agency required to estab-
lish an SBIR or STTR program under this sec-
tion shall develop and maintain, for the purpose
of evaluating such programs, a database con-
taining information required to be contained in
the database under paragraph (2). Each such
database shall be designed to be accessible to
other agencies that are required to maintain a
database under this paragraph. Each such
database shall be developed and operated in a
manner to ensure that each such database is rel-
evant to and contributes to the agency’s over-
sight and evaluation of the SBIR and STTR
programs. Paragraphs (4) and (5) apply to each
database under this paragraph.’.

SEC. 407. AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT
TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION.

Section 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(k)), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

“(7T) AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT TECH-
NOLOGY UTILIZATION.—Each Federal agency
with an SBIR or STTR program shall create and
maintain a technology wutilization database,
which shall be available to the public and shall
contain data supplied by the award recipients
specifically to help them attract customers for
the products and services generated under the
SBIR or STTR project, and to attract additional
investors and business partners. Each database
created under this paragraph shall include in-
formation on the other databases created under
this paragraph by other Federal agencies. Par-
ticipation in a database under this paragraph
shall be voluntary, except that such participa-
tion is required of all award recipients who re-
ceived supplemental payments from SBIR and
STTR program funds above their initial Phase
II award. Each database created under this
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paragraph shall be developed and operated in a
manner to ensure that each such database is rel-
evant to and contributes to the agency’s over-
sight and evaluation of the SBIR and STTR
programs.’’.

SEC. 408. INTERAGENCY POLICY COMMITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Science and Technology Policy shall es-
tablish an Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Com-
mittee comprised of one representative from each
Federal agency with an SBIR program and the
Office of Management and Budget.

(b) COCHAIRS.—The Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy and the Director
of the National Institute of Standards and
Technology shall jointly chair the Interagency
SBIR/STTR Policy Committee.

(c) DUTIES.—The Interagency SBIR/STTR
Policy Committee shall review the following
issues and make policy recommendations on
ways to improve program effectiveness and effi-
ciency:

(1) The public and government databases de-
scribed in section 9(k) (1) and (2) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(k) (1) and (2)).

(2) Federal agency flexibility in establishing
Phase I and II award sizes, and appropriate cri-
teria to exercise such flexibility.

(3) Commercialization assistance best practices
in Federal agencies with significant potential to
be employed by other agencies, and the appro-
priate steps to achieve that leverage, as well as
proposals for new initiatives to address funding
gaps business concerns face after Phase II but
before commercialization.

(4) Development and incorporation of a stand-
ard evaluation framework to enable systematic
assessment of SBIR and STTR, including
through improved tracking of awards and out-
comes and development of performance measures
for individual agency programs.

(d) REPORTS.—The Interagency SBIR/STTR
Policy Committee shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology and the Com-
mittee on Small Business of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to the Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate—

(1) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsections (c)(1) and (c)(4) not
later than 1 year after the date of enactment of
this Act;

(2) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsection (c)(2) not later than 18
months after the date of enactment of this Act;
and

(3) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsection (c)(3) not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 409. NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL SBIR

STUDY.

Section 108(d) of the Small Business Reau-
thorization Act of 2000 (15 U.S.C. 638 note), en-
acted into law by reference under section 1(a)(9)
of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2001
(Public Law 106-554), is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘of the Senate’” and all that
follows through ‘‘not later than 3’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘of the Senate, not later than 3”’; and

(2) by striking ‘; and” and all that follows
through ‘‘update of such report’.

SEC. 410. EXPRESS AUTHORITY TO “FAST-TRACK”
PHASE TWO AWARDS FOR PROM-
ISING PHASE ONE RESEARCH.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

““(ii) AUTHORITY TO ‘FAST-TRACK’ PHASE TWO
AWARDS FOR PROMISING PHASE ONE RE-
SEARCH.—To address the delay between an
award for the first phase of an SBIR program
and the application for and extension of an
award for the second phase of such program,
each Federal agency with an SBIR program
may develop ‘fast-track’ programs to eliminate
such delay by issuing second phase SBIR
awards as soon as practicable, including in ap-
propriate  cases  simultaneously with the
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issuance of the first phase SBIR award. The Ad-

ministrator shall encourage the development of

such ‘fast-track’ programs.’’.

SEC. 411. INCREASED SBIR AND STTR AWARD LEV-
ELS.

(a) SBIR AWARD LEVEL AND ANNUAL ADJUST-
MENTS.—Section 9(j) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 638(j)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(4) FURTHER ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph and notwithstanding
paragraph (2)(D), the Administrator shall mod-
ify the policy directives issued pursuant to this
subsection to provide for an increase to $250,000
in the amount of funds which an agency may
award in the first phase of an SBIR program,
and to $2,000,000 in the second phase of an
SBIR program, and a mandatory annual adjust-
ment of such amounts to reflect economic ad-
justments and programmatic considerations.’’.

(b) STTR AWARD LEVEL AND ANNUAL ADJUST-
MENTS.—Section 9(p)(2)(B)(ix) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(p)(2)(B)(ix)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking “$100,000”° and ‘‘$750,000°" and
inserting ‘‘$250,000”° and $2,000,000’, respec-
tively; and

(2) by striking ‘‘greater or lesser amounts’
and inserting ‘“‘with a mandatory annual ad-
justment of such amounts to reflect economic
adjustments and programmatic considerations,
and with lesser amounts’.

(¢) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN AWARDS.—Section
9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as
amended, is further amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(jj)  LIMITATION ON PHASE I AND II
AWARDS.—No Federal agency shall issue an
award under the SBIR program or the STTR
program if the size of the award exceeds the
amounts established under subsections (j)(4) and
(P)(2)(B)(ix).”.

SEC. 412. EXPRESS AUTHORITY FOR AN AGENCY
TO AWARD SEQUENTIAL PHASE TWO
AWARDS FOR SBIR-FUNDED
PROJECTS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(kk) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ADDI-
TIONAL SECOND PHASE SBIR AWARDS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—A small business concern
that receives a second phase SBIR award for a
project remains eligible to receive additional sec-
ond phase SBIR awards for such project.

““(2) TECHNICAL OR WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—Agen-
cies are expressly authorized to provide addi-
tional second phase SBIR awards for testing
and evaluation assistance for the insertion of
SBIR technologies into technical or weapons
systems.”’.

SEC. 413. FIRST PHASE REQUIRED.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(ll) FIRST PHASE REQUIRED.—Under this sec-
tion, a Federal agency shall provide to a small
business concern an award for the second phase
of an SBIR program with respect to a project
only if such agency finds that the small business
concern has been provided an award for the
first phase of an SBIR program with respect to
such project or has completed the determina-
tions described in subsection (e)(4)(A) with re-
spect to such project despite not having been
provided an award for the first phase.”’.

SEC. 414. INVOLVEMENT OF CHIEF COUNSEL FOR
ADVOCACY.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(mm) INVOLVEMENT OF CHIEF COUNSEL FOR
ADvocAcy.—The Chief Counsel for Advocacy,
as described in section 201 of Public Law 94-305
(15 U.S.C. 634a), and any individual reporting
to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy, without re-
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gard to whether such individual was hired
under section 204 of Public Law 94-305 (15
U.S.C. 634d), may not provide to the Adminis-
trator, to any individual who reports directly or
indirectly to the Administrator, or to any Fed-
eral agency any advice, guidance, oversight, or
review with respect to the programs authorized
under this section.”’.
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Enhancing Small Business Research and
Innovation Act of 2009”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short Title; Table of Contents.

TITLE I—PROGRAM EXTENSION AND VEN-
TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPANY
INVOLVEMENT

Sec. 101. Extension of termination dates.

Sec. 102. Ensuring that innovative small
businesses with substantial in-
vestment from venture capital
operating companies are able to
participate in the SBIR and
STTR programs.

TITLE II—COMMERCIALIZATION ACTIVI-
TIES AND RESEARCH TOPICS DESERV-
ING SPECIAL CONSIDERATION

Sec. 201. Focus on commercialization.

Sec. 202. Inclusion of energy-related re-
search topics and rare disease-
related research topics as de-
serving “special consideration”
as SBIR research topics.

Sec. 203. Nanotechnology-related research
topics.

Sec. 204. Clarifying the definition of “Phase
Three”.

Sec. 205. Agency research goals.

Sec. 206. Commercialization programs.

TITLE III—RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND
OUTREACH

Sec. 301. Outreach and support activities.

Sec. 302. Rural preference.

Sec. 303. Obtaining SBIR applicant’s consent
to release contact information
to economic development orga-
nizations.

Sec. 304. Increased partnerships between
SBIR awardees and prime con-
tractors, venture capital invest-
ment companies, and larger
businesses.

TITLE IV—SBIR AND STTR ENHANCEMENT

Sec. 401. Increased number of research topic
solicitations annually and short-
ened period for final decisions
on applications.

Agencies should fund vital R&D
projects with the potential for
commercialization.

Federal agency engagement with
SBIR awardees that have been
awarded multiple Phase One
awards but have mnot been
awarded Phase Two awards.

Funding for administrative, over-
sight, and contract processing
costs.

Comptroller general audit of how
Federal agencies calculate ex-
tramural research budgets.

Agency databases to support pro-
gram evaluation.

Agency databases to support tech-
nology utilization.

Interagency Policy Committee.

National Research Council SBIR
Study.

Express authority to “fast-track”
Phase Two awards for prom-
ising Phase One research.

Increased SBIR and STTR award
levels.

Sec. 402.

Sec. 403.

Sec. 404.

Sec. 405.

Sec. 406.

Sec. 407.

408.
409.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 410.

Sec. 411.



H7768

Sec. 412. Express authority for an agency to
award sequential Phase Two
awards for SBIR-funded
projects.

Sec. 413. First phase required.

TITLE I—PROGRAM EXTENSION AND VEN-
TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPANY
INVOLVEMENT

SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATES.
(a) SBIR.—Section 9(m) of the Small Busi-

ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(m)) is amended by

striking “2008” and inserting “2011”.

(b) STTR.—Section 9(n)(1)(A) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(n)(1)(A)) is
amended by striking “2009” and inserting
“2011”.

SEC. 102. ENSURING THAT INNOVATIVE SMALL

BUSINESSES WITH SUBSTANTIAL IN-
VESTMENT FROM VENTURE CAPITAL
OPERATING COMPANIES ARE ABLE
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SBIR AND
STTR PROGRAMS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(aa) VENTURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPA-
NIES.—Effective only for the SBIR and STTR
programs the following shall apply:

“(1) A business concern that has more than
500 employees shall not qualify as a small
business concern.

“(2) In determining whether a small busi-
ness concern is independently owned and op-
erated under section 3(a)(1) or meets the
small business size standards instituted
under section 3(a)(2), the Administrator shall
not consider a business concern to be affili-
ated with a venture capital operating com-
pany (or with any other business that the
venture capital operating company has fi-
nanced) if—

“(A) the venture capital operating company
does not own 50 percent or more of the busi-
ness concern; and

“(B) employees of the venture capital oper-
ating company do not constitute a majority
of the board of directors of the business con-
cern.

“(3) A business concern shall be deemed to
be ‘independently owned and operated’ if—

“(A) it is owned in majority part by one or
more natural persons or venture capital op-
erating companies;

“(B) there is no single venture capital oper-
ating company that owns 50 percent or more
of the business concern; and

“(C) there is no single venture capital oper-
ating company the employees of which con-
stitute a majority of the board of directors of
the business concern.

“(4) If a venture capital operating company
controlled by a business with more than 500
employees (in this paragraph referred to as a
‘VCOC under large business control’) has an
ownership interest in a small business con-
cern that is owned in majority part by ven-
ture capital operating companies, the small
business concern is eligible to receive an
award under the SBIR or STTR program only
if—

“(A) not more than two VCOCs under large
business control have an ownership interest
in the small business concern; and

“(B) the VCOCs under large business con-
trol do not collectively own more than 20 per-
cent of the small business concern.

“(5) The term ‘venture capital operating
company’ means a business concern—

“(A) that—

“(i) is a Venture Capital Operating Com-
pany, as that term is defined in regulations
promulgated by the Secretary of Labor; or

“(ii) is an entity that—

“I) is registered under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-51 et
seq.); or

“I) is an investment company, as defined
in section 3(c)(1) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 80a—
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3(c)(1)), which is not registered under such
Act because it is beneficially owned by less
than 100 persons; and

“(B) that is itself organized or incorporated
and domiciled in the United States, or is con-
trolled by a business concern that is incor-
porated and domiciled in the United States.”.
TITLE II—COMMERCIALIZATION ACTIVI-

TIES AND RESEARCH TOPICS DESERV-

ING SPECIAL CONSIDERATION
SEC. 201. FOCUS ON COMMERCIALIZATION.

Section 9(a) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: “It is further the policy of
Congress that the programs established in
this section should focus on promoting re-
search and development of projects governed
by commercial business plans, which have
significant potential to produce products or
services for the marketplace or for acquisi-
tion by Federal agencies.”.

SEC. 202. INCLUSION OF ENERGY-RELATED RE-
SEARCH TOPICS AND RARE DISEASE-
RELATED RESEARCH TOPICS AS DE-
SERVING “SPECIAL  CONSIDER-
ATION” AS SBIR RESEARCH TOPICS.

Section 9(g)(3) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(g)(3)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) by inserting after “critical technologies”
the following: “or pressing research prior-
ities”;

(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking “or” at
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(C) the National Academy of Sciences, in
the final report issued by the ‘America’s En-
ergy Future: Technology Opportunities,
Risks, and Tradeoffs’ project, and in subse-
quent reports issued by the National Acad-
emy of Sciences on sustainability, energy,
and alternative fuels;

“(D) the National Institutes of Health, in
the annual report on the rare diseases re-
search activities of the National Institutes of
Health for fiscal year 2005, and in subsequent
reports issued by the National Institutes of
Health on rare diseases research activities;
or

“(E) the National Academy of Sciences, in
the final report issued by the ‘Transit Re-
search and Development: Federal Role in the
National Program’ project and the ‘Transpor-
tation Research, Development and Tech-
nology Strategic Plan (2006-2010)’ issued by
the United States Department of Transpor-
tation Research and Innovative Technology
Administration, and in subsequent reports
issued by the National Academy of Sciences
and United States Department of Transpor-
tation on transportation and infrastructure;”.
SEC. 203. NANOTECHNOLOGY-RELATED RE-

SEARCH TOPICS.

(a) SBIR.—Section 9(g)(3) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)(3)), as amended, is
further amended—

(1) in subparagraph (D) by striking “or” at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (E) by adding “or” at
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(F) the national nanotechnology strategic
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the
21st Century Nanotechnology Research and
Development Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in
subsequent reports issued by the National
Science and Technology Council Committee
on Technology, focusing on areas of nano-
technology identified in such plan;”.

(b) STTR.—Section 9(0)(3) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)(3)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking “or” at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (B) by adding “or” at
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
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“(C) by the national nanotechnology stra-
tegic plan required under section 2(c)(4) of
the 21st Century Nanotechnology Research
and Development Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4))
and in subsequent reports issued by the Na-
tional Science and Technology Council Com-
mittee on Technology, focusing on areas of
nanotechnology identified in such plan;”.

SEC. 204. CLARIFYING THE DEFINITION OF
“PHASE THREE”.

Section 9(e) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)(C) in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by inserting after “a third
phase” the following: “, which shall consist of
work that derives from, extends, or logically
concludes efforts performed under prior
SBIR funding agreements (which may be re-
ferred to as ‘Phase III’)”;

(2) in paragraph (8) by striking “and” at the
end;

(3) in paragraph (9) by striking the period
at the end and inserting “; and”; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

“(10) the term °‘commercialization’ means
the process of developing marketable prod-
ucts or services and producing and deliv-
ering products or services for sale (whether
by the originating party or by others) to gov-
ernment or commercial markets.”.

SEC. 205. AGENCY RESEARCH GOALS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by striking subsection (h) and inserting the
following:

“(h) AGENCY RESEARCH GOALS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the re-
quirements of subsection (f), each Federal
agency that is required by this section to
have an SBIR program and that awards an-
nually $5,000,000,000 or more in procurement
contracts shall, effective for fiscal year 2010
and each fiscal year thereafter, establish an-
nual goals for commercialization of projects
funded by SBIR awards.

“(2) SPECIFIC GOALS.—The goals required by
paragraph (1) shall include specific goals for
each of the following:

“(A) The percentage of SBIR projects that
receive funding for the third phase (as de-
fined in subsection (e)(4)(C)).

“(B) The percentage of SBIR projects that
are successfully integrated into a program of
record.

“(C) The amount of Federal dollars re-
ceived by SBIR projects through Federal con-
tracts, not including dollars received through
the SBIR program.

“(3) SUBMISSION TO COMMITTEES.—For each
fiscal year for which goals are required by
paragraph (1), the agency shall submit to the
Committee on Small Business and the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Small Business and Entrepreneurship of
the Senate—

“(A) not later than 60 days after the begin-
ning of the fiscal year, the goals; and

“(B) not later than 90 days after the end of
the fiscal year, data on the extent to which
the goals were met and a description of the
methodology used to collect such data.”.

SEC. 206. COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638) as amended, is further amended,
by adding at the end the following:

“(bb) COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program
shall establish a commercialization program
that supports the progress of SBIR awardees
to the third phase. The commercialization
program may include activities such as part-
nership databases, partnership conferences,
multiple second phases, mentoring between
prime contractors and SBIR awardees, mul-
tiple second phases with matching private in-
vestment requirements, jumbo awards, SBIR
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helpdesks, and transition assistance pro-
grams. The agency shall include in its annual
report an analysis of the various activities
considered for inclusion in the commer-
cialization program and a statement of the
reasons why each activity considered was in-
cluded or not included, as the case may be.

“(2) FUNDING FOR COMMERCIALIZATION PRO-
GRAMS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made
available to carry out this paragraph, the Ad-
ministrator may, on petition by agencies re-
quired by this section to conduct an SBIR
program, transfer funds to such agencies to
support the commercialization programs of
such agencies.

“(B) PETITIONS.—The Administrator shall
establish rules for making transfers under
subparagraph (A). The initial set of rules
shall be promulgated not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this para-
graph.

“(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator to carry out this paragraph
$27,500,000 for fiscal year 2010 and each fis-
cal year thereafter.

“(3) FUNDING LIMITATION.—For payment of
expenses incurred to administer the commer-
cialization programs described in paragraphs
(1) and (2), the head of an agency may use
not more than an amount equal to 1 percent
of the funds set aside for the agency’s Small
Business Innovation Research program. Such
funds—

“(A) shall not be subject to the limitations
on the use of funds in subsection (f)(2); and

“(B) shall not be used for the purpose of
funding costs associated with salaries and ex-
penses of employees of the Federal Govern-
ment.”.

TITLE III—RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND

OUTREACH
SEC. 301. OUTREACH AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by inserting after subsection (r) the fol-
lowing:

“(s) OUTREACH AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the other pro-
visions of this subsection, the Administrator
shall make grants on a competitive basis to
organizations, to be used by the organiza-
tions to do one or both of the following:

“(A) To conduct outreach efforts to increase
participation in the programs under this sec-
tion.

“(B) To provide application support and en-
trepreneurial and business skills support to
prospective participants in the programs
under this section.

“(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator $10,000,000 to carry out para-
graph (1) for each of fiscal years 2010 and
2011.

“(3) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—For each of
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1),
the amount of assistance provided to an orga-
nization under that subparagraph in any fis-
cal year—

“(A) shall be equal to the total amount of
matching funds from non-Federal sources
provided by the organization; and

“(B) shall not exceed $250,000.

“(4) DIRECTION.—An organization receiving
funds under paragraph (1) shall, in using
those funds, direct its activities at one or
both of the following:

“(A) Small business concerns located in ge-
ographic areas that are underrepresented in
the programs under this section.

“(B) Small business concerns owned and
controlled by women, small business con-
cerns owned and controlled by service-dis-
abled veterans, and small business concerns
owned and controlled by minorities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

“(5) ADVISORY BOARD.—

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
subsection, the Administrator shall establish
an advisory board for the activities carried
out under this subsection.

“(B) NON-APPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.)
shall not apply to the advisory board.

“(C) MEMBERS.—The members of the advi-
sory board shall include the following:

“(i) The Administrator (or the Administra-
tor’s designee).

“(ii) For each Federal agency required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program, the
head of the agency (or the designee of the
head of the agency).

“(iii) Representatives of small business con-
cerns that are current or former recipients of
SBIR awards, or representatives of organiza-
tions of such concerns.

“(iv) Representatives of service providers
of SBIR outreach and assistance, or rep-
resentatives of organizations of such service
providers.

“(D) DutiEs.—The advisory board
have the following duties:

“(i) To develop guidelines for awards under
paragraph (1), including guidelines relating
to award sizes, proposal requirements, meas-
ures for monitoring awardee performance,
and measures for determining the overall
value of the activities carried out by the
awardees.

“(ii) To identify opportunities for coordi-
nated outreach, technical assistance, and
commercialization activities among Federal
agencies, the recipients of the awards under
paragraph (1), and applicants and recipients
of SBIR awards, including opportunities such
as—

“(I) podcasting or webcasting for con-
ferences, training workshops, and other
events;

“(II) shared online resources to match pro-
spective applicants with the network of para-
graph (1) recipients; and

“(III) venture capital conferences tied to
technologies and sectors that cross agencies.

“(iii) To review and recommend revisions
to activities under paragraph (1).

“@iv) To submit to the Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate
and the Committee on Small Business and
the Committee on Science and Technology of
the House of Representatives an annual re-
port on the activities carried out under para-
graph (1) and the effectiveness and impact of
those activities.

“(6) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In awarding
grants under this subsection, the Adminis-
trator shall use selection criteria developed
by the advisory board established under
paragraph (5). The criteria shall include—

“(A) criteria designed to give preference to
applicants who propose to carry out activi-
ties that will reach either an wunderper-
forming geographic area or an underrep-
resented population group (as measured by
the number of SBIR applicants);

“(B) criteria designed to give preference to
applicants who propose to carry out activi-
ties that complement, and are integrated
into, the existing public-private innovation
support system for the targeted region or
population;

“(C) criteria designed to give preference to
applicants who propose to measure the effec-
tiveness of the proposed activities; and

“(D) criteria designed to give preference to
applicants who include a Small Business De-
velopment Center program that is accredited
for its technology services.

“(7) PEER REVIEW.—In awarding grants
under this subsection, the Administrator
shall use a peer review process. Reviewers
shall include—

shall
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“(A) SBIR program managers for agencies
required by this section to conduct SBIR pro-
grams; and

“(B) private individuals and organizations
that are knowledgeable about SBIR, the inno-
vation process, technology commercializa-
tion, and State and regional technology-
based economic development programs.

“(8) PER-STATE LIMITATIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a
grant under this subsection, the applicant
must have the written endorsement of the
Governor of the State where the targeted re-
gions or populations are located (if the re-
gions or populations are located in more
than one State, the applicant must have the
written endorsement of the Governor of each
such State). Such an endorsement must indi-
cate that the Governor will ensure that the
activities to be carried out under the grant
will be integrated with the balance of the
State’s portfolio of investments to help small
business concerns commercialize technology.

“(B) LiMmitATION.—Each fiscal year, a Gov-
ernor may have in effect not more than one
written endorsement for a grant under para-
graph (1)(A), and not more than one written
endorsement for a grant under paragraph
1)(B).

“(9) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR AWARDS.—
In making awards under paragraph (1) the
Administrator shall ensure that each award
shall be for a period of 2 fiscal years. The Ad-
ministrator shall establish rules and perform-
ance goals for the disbursement of funds for
the second fiscal year, and funds shall not be
disbursed to a recipient for such a fiscal year
until after the advisory board established
under this subsection has determined that
the recipient is in compliance with the rules
and performance goals.”.

SEC. 302. RURAL PREFERENCE.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(cc) RURAL PREFERENCE.—In making
awards under this section, Federal agencies
shall give priority to applications so as to in-
crease the number of SBIR and STTR award
recipients from rural areas.”.

SEC. 303. OBTAINING SBIR APPLICANT’S CON-
SENT TO RELEASE CONTACT INFOR-
MATION TO ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT ORGANIZATIONS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(dd) CONSENT TO RELEASE CONTACT INFOR-
MATION TO ORGANIZATIONS.—

“(1) ENABLING CONCERN TO GIVE CONSENT.—
Each Federal agency required by this section
to conduct an SBIR program shall enable a
small business concern that is an SBIR appli-
cant to indicate to the agency whether the
agency has its consent to—

“(A) identify the concern to appropriate
local and State-level economic development
organizations as an SBIR applicant; and

“(B) release the concern’s contact informa-
tion to such organizations.

“(2) RULES.—The Administrator shall estab-
lish rules to implement this subsection. The
rules shall include a requirement that the
agency include in its SBIR application forms
a provision through which the applicant can
indicate consent for purposes of paragraph
..

SEC. 304. INCREASED PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN
SBIR AWARDEES AND PRIME CON-
TRACTORS, VENTURE CAPITAL IN-
VESTMENT COMPANIES, AND LARG-
ER BUSINESSES.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(ee) INCREASED PARTNERSHIPS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency required by
this section to conduct an SBIR program
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shall establish initiatives by which the agen-
cy encourages partnerships between SBIR
awardees and prime contractors, venture
capital investment companies, business incu-
bators, and larger businesses, for the purpose

of facilitating the progress of the SBIR
awardees to the third phase.
“(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the

term ‘business incubator’ means an entity
that provides coordinated and specialized
services to entrepreneurial businesses which
meet selected criteria during the businesses’
startup phases, including providing services
such as shared office space and office serv-
ices, access to equipment, access to tele-
communications and technology services,
flexible leases, specialized management as-
sistance, access to financing, mentoring and
training services, or other coordinated busi-
ness or technical support services designed
to provide business development assistance
to entrepreneurial businesses during these
businesses’ startup phases.”.
TITLE IV—SBIR AND STTR ENHANCEMENT
SEC. 401. INCREASED NUMBER OF RESEARCH
TOPIC SOLICITATIONS ANNUALLY
AND SHORTENED PERIOD FOR
FINAL DECISIONS ON APPLICA-
TIONS.

(a) INCREASED NUMBER OF RESEARCH ToPIC
SOLICITATIONS ANNUALLY.—Section 9(g)(2) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)(2)) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon at
the end the following: “, but not less often
than twice per year”.

(b) SHORTENED PERIOD FOR FINAL DECISIONS
ON APPLICATIONS.—Section 9(g)(4) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)(4)) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon at
the end the following: “, but a final decision
on each proposal shall be rendered not later
than 90 days after the date on which the so-
licitation closes unless the Administrator de-
termines, on a case by case basis, that a deci-
sion may be extended from 90 days to 180
days”.

SEC. 402. AGENCIES SHOULD FUND VITAL R&D
PROJECTS WITH THE POTENTIAL
FOR COMMERCIALIZATION.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(ff) MULTIPLE FIRST PHASE SBIR AWARDS
REPORT.—The Administrator shall, on an an-
nual basis, submit to the Committee on Small
Business and the Committee on Science and
Technology of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Small Business and
Entrepreneurship of the Senate a list identi-
fying each small business concern that, for
the period covered by the preceding 5 fiscal
years, received 15 or more first phase SBIR
awards and no second phase SBIR awards.”.
SEC. 403. FEDERAL AGENCY ENGAGEMENT WITH

SBIR AWARDEES THAT HAVE BEEN
AWARDED MULTIPLE PHASE ONE
AWARDS BUT HAVE NOT BEEN
AWARDED PHASE TWO AWARDS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(gg) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO FEDERAL
AGENCY ENGAGEMENT WITH CERTAIN FIRST
PHASE SBIR AWARDEES.—Each Federal agency
required by this section to conduct an SBIR
program shall engage with SBIR awardees
that have been awarded multiple first phase
SBIR awards but have not been awarded any
second phase SBIR awards and shall develop
performance measures with respect to
awardee progression in the SBIR program.”.
SEC. 404. FUNDING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, OVER-

SIGHT, AND CONTRACT PROCESSING
COSTS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(hh) ASSISTANCE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE,
OVERSIGHT, AND CONTRACT PROCESSING
CosTs.—
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made
available to carry out this subsection, the Ad-
ministrator may, on petition by Federal agen-
cies required by this section to conduct an
SBIR program, transfer funds to such agen-
cies to assist with the administrative, over-
sight, and contract processing costs relating
to such program.

“(2) PETITIONS.—The Administrator shall es-
tablish rules for making transfers under
paragraph (1). The initial set of rules shall be
promulgated not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this subsection.

“(3) LIMIT ON TRANSFER.—A Federal agency
may not receive under this subsection in a
fiscal year an amount greater than 3 percent
of the SBIR budget of such agency for such
fiscal year.

“(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator to carry out this subsection
$27,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2010 and
2011.”.

SEC. 405. COMPTROLLER GENERAL AUDIT OF
HOW FEDERAL AGENCIES CAL-
CULATE EXTRAMURAL RESEARCH
BUDGETS.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall carry out a detailed audit of how
Federal agencies calculate extramural re-
search budgets for purposes of calculating
the size of the agencies’ Small Business Inno-
vation Research Program and Small Business
Technology Transfer Program budgets. Not
later than 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship of the Senate a report on the re-
sults of the audit.

SEC. 406. AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT PRO-
GRAM EVALUATION.

Section 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(k)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(A)—

(A) by striking “and” at the end of clause
(ii);

(B) by inserting “and” at the end of clause
(iii); and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

“(iv) information on the ownership struc-
ture of award recipients, both at the time of
receipt of the award and upon completion of
the award period;”;

(2) by amending paragraph (3) to read as
follows:

“(3) UPDATING INFORMATION FOR DATABASE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A Federal agency shall
not make a Phase I or Phase II payment to a
small business concern under this section un-
less the small business concern has provided
all information required under this sub-
section and available at the time with respect
to the award under which the payment is
made, and with respect to any other award
under this section previously received by the
small business concern or a predecessor in
interest to the small business concern.

“(B) APPORTIONMENT.—In complying with
this paragraph, a small business concern may
apportion sales or additional investment in-
formation relating to more than one second
phase award among those awards, if it notes
the apportionment for each award.

“(C) ANNUAL UPDATES UPON TERMINATION.—A
small business concern receiving an award
under this section shall—

“(@) in the case of a second phase award,
update information in the databases required
under paragraphs (2) and (6) concerning that
award at the termination of the award pe-
riod;

“(ii) in the case of award recipients not de-
scribed in clause (iii), be requested to volun-
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tarily update such information annually
thereafter for a period of 5 years; and

“(iii) in the case of a small business con-
cern applying for a subsequent first phase or
second phase award, be required to update
such information annually thereafter for a
period of 5 years.”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(6) AGENCY PROGRAM EVALUATION DATA-
BASES.—Each Federal agency required to es-
tablish an SBIR or STTR program under this
section shall develop and maintain, for the
purpose of evaluating such programs, a data-
base containing information required to be
contained in the database under paragraph
(2). Each such database shall be designed to
be accessible to other agencies that are re-
quired to maintain a database under this
paragraph. Each such database shall be de-
veloped and operated in a manner to ensure
that each such database is relevant to and
contributes to the agency’s oversight and
evaluation of the SBIR and STTR programs.
Paragraphs (4) and (5) apply to each data-
base under this paragraph.”.

SEC. 407. AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT
TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION.

Section 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638(k)), as amended, is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(7) AGENCY DATABASES TO SUPPORT TECH-
NOLOGY UTILIZATION.—Each Federal agency
with an SBIR or STTR program shall create
and maintain a technology utilization data-
base, which shall be available to the public
and shall contain data supplied by the award
recipients specifically to help them attract
customers for the products and services gen-
erated under the SBIR or STTR project, and
to attract additional investors and business
partners. Each database created under this
paragraph shall include information on the
other databases created under this para-
graph by other Federal agencies. Participa-
tion in a database under this paragraph shall
be voluntary, except that such participation
is required of all award recipients who re-
ceived supplemental payments from SBIR
and STTR program funds above their initial
Phase II award. Each database created under
this paragraph shall be developed and oper-
ated in a manner to ensure that each such
database is relevant to and contributes to the
agency’s oversight and evaluation of the
SBIR and STTR programs.”.

SEC. 408. INTERAGENCY POLICY COMMITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Science and Technology Policy shall
establish an Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy
Committee comprised of one representative
from each Federal agency with an SBIR pro-
gram and the Office of Management and
Budget.

(b) CocHAIRS.—The Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy and the Di-
rector of the National Institute of Standards
and Technology shall jointly chair the Inter-
agency SBIR/STTR Policy Committee.

(¢) DutiEs.—The Interagency SBIR/STTR
Policy Committee shall review the following
issues and make policy recommendations on
ways to improve program effectiveness and
efficiency:

(1) The public and government databases
described in section 9(k) (1) and (2) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(k) (1) and
(2)).

(2) Federal agency flexibility in estab-
lishing Phase I and Il award sizes, and ap-
propriate criteria to exercise such flexibility.

(3) Commercialization assistance best prac-
tices in Federal agencies with significant po-
tential to be employed by other agencies, and
the appropriate steps to achieve that lever-
age, as well as proposals for new initiatives
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to address funding gaps business concerns
face after Phase II but before commercializa-
tion.

(4) Development and incorporation of a
standard evaluation framework to enable
systematic assessment of SBIR and STTR, in-
cluding through improved tracking of
awards and outcomes and development of
performance measures for individual agency
programs.

(d) REPORTS.—The Interagency SBIR/STTR
Policy Committee shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology and the
Committee on Small Business of the House of
Representatives, and to the Committee on
Small Business and Entrepreneurship of the
Senate—

(1) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsections (c)(1) and (¢)(4) not
later than 1 year after the date of enactment
of this Act;

(2) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsection (c)(2) not later than
18 months after the date of enactment of this
Act; and

(3) a report on its review and recommenda-
tions under subsection (¢)(3) not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 409. NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL SBIR

STUDY.

Section 108(d) of the Small Business Reau-
thorization Act of 2000 (15 U.S.C. 638 note),
enacted into law by reference under section
1(a)(9) of the Consolidated Appropriations
Act, 2001 (Public Law 106-554), is amended—

(1) by striking “of the Senate” and all that
follows through “not later than 3” and insert-
ing “of the Senate, not later than 3”; and

(2) by striking “; and” and all that follows
through “update of such report”.

SEC. 410. EXPRESS AUTHORITY TO “FAST-TRACK”
PHASE TWO AWARDS FOR PROM-
ISING PHASE ONE RESEARCH.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(ii) AUTHORITY TO ‘FAST-TRACK’ PHASE Two
AWARDS FOR PROMISING PHASE ONE RE-
SEARCH.—To address the delay between an
award for the first phase of an SBIR program
and the application for and extension of an
award for the second phase of such program,
each Federal agency with an SBIR program
may develop ‘fast-track’ programs to elimi-
nate such delay by issuing second phase
SBIR awards as soon as practicable, includ-
ing in appropriate cases simultaneously with
the issuance of the first phase SBIR award.
The Administrator shall encourage the devel-
opment of such ‘fast-track’ programs.”.

SEC. 411. INCREASED SBIR AND STTR AWARD
LEVELS.

(a) SBIR AWARD LEVEL AND ANNUAL ADJUST-
MENTS.—Section 9(j) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 638(j)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(4) FURTHER ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this paragraph and notwith-
standing paragraph (2)(D), the Administrator
shall modify the policy directives issued pur-
suant to this subsection to provide for an in-
crease to $250,000 in the amount of funds
which an agency may award in the first
phase of an SBIR program, and to $2,000,000
in the second phase of an SBIR program, and
a mandatory annual adjustment of such
amounts to reflect economic adjustments and
programmatic considerations.”.

(b) STTR AWARD LEVEL AND ANNUAL ADJUST-
MENTS.—Section 9(p)(2)(B)(ix) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(p)(2)(B)(ix)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “$100,000” and “$750,000”
and inserting “$250,000” and “$2,000,000”, re-
spectively; and

(2) by striking “greater or lesser amounts”
and inserting “with a mandatory annual ad-
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justment of such amounts to reflect economic
adjustments and programmatic consider-
ations, and with lesser amounts”.

(¢c) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN AWARDS.—Sec-
tion 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
638), as amended, is further amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“@Gj) LiMITATION ON PHASE I Anp 1II
AWARDS.—No Federal agency shall issue an
award under the SBIR program or the STTR
program if the size of the award exceeds the
amounts established under subsections (j)(4)
and (p)(2)(B)(ix).”.

SEC. 412. EXPRESS AUTHORITY FOR AN AGENCY
TO AWARD SEQUENTIAL PHASE TWO
AWARDS FOR SBIR-FUNDED
PROJECTS.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(kk) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ADDI-
TIONAL SECOND PHASE SBIR AWARDS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A small business concern
that receives a second phase SBIR award for
a project remains eligible to receive addi-
tional second phase SBIR awards for such
project.

“(2) TECHNICAL OR WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—Agen-
cies are expressly authorized to provide addi-
tional second phase SBIR awards for testing
and evaluation assistance for the insertion of
SBIR technologies into technical or weapons
systems.”.

SEC. 413. FIRST PHASE REQUIRED.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(1l) FIRST PHASE REQUIRED.—Under this
section, a Federal agency shall provide to a
small business concern an award for the sec-
ond phase of an SBIR program with respect
to a project only if such agency finds that the
small business concern has been provided an
award for the first phase of an SBIR program
with respect to such project or has completed
the determinations described in subsection
(e)(4)(A) with respect to such project despite
not having been provided an award for the
first phase.”.

The CHAIR. No amendment to the
committee amendment is in order ex-
cept those printed in House Report 111-
192. Each amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall
not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division
of the question. The proponent of such
amendment may modify its amend-
atory instructions before the question
is put thereon.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. VELAZQUEZ,
AS MODIFIED

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 111-192.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment
VELAZQUEZ:

Page 7, line 10, strike ‘‘section 3(c)(1)”’ and
insert ‘‘subsection (a)(1) of section 3.

Page 7, line 11, strike ‘‘80a-3(c)(1)”’ and in-
sert ‘‘80a-3"".

Page 7, beginning line 13, strike ‘it is ben-
eficially owned by less than 100 persons’ and

No. 1 offered by Ms.
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insert ‘‘of an exemption under subsection
(¢)(1) or subsection (c)(7) of such section’.

Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 415. MINORITY INSTITUTION PROGRAM.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(nn) MINORITY INSTITUTION PROGRAM.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—From amounts made
available to carry out this subsection, the
Administrator shall establish and carry out
a program to make grants to minority insti-
tutions that partner with nonprofit organi-
zations that have experience developing rela-
tionships between industry, minority insti-
tutions, and other entities, for the purpose of
increasing the number of SBIR and STTR
program applications by minority-owned
small businesses.

‘(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under paragraph (1), a minority in-
stitution shall submit an application to the
Administrator at such time, in such manner,
and containing such information and assur-
ances as the Administrator may require.

¢(3) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—As a condi-
tion of a grant under paragraph (1), the Ad-
ministrator shall require that a minority in-
stitution provide a matching amount from a
source other than the Federal Government
that is equal to the amount of the grant.

‘(4) MINORITY INSTITUTION DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘minority institu-
tion’ has the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 365(3) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1067k(3)).

‘“(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection $4,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2010 and 2011.”.

Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 416. AREAS THAT HAVE LOST A MAJOR

SOURCE OF EMPLOYMENT.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘(00) AREAS THAT HAVE LOST A MAJOR
SOURCE OF EMPLOYMENT.—In making awards
under this section, Federal agencies shall
give priority to applications so as to increase
the number of SBIR and STTR award recipi-
ents from geographic areas determined by
the Administrator to have lost a major
source of employment.”’.

Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 417. ENHANCING VETERAN PARTICIPATION

IN SBIR.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(pp) ENHANCING VETERAN PARTICIPATION
IN SBIR.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this section, a small business concern
owned and controlled by veterans may—

‘(1) receive an award in the amount of
$300,000 in the first phase of an SBIR pro-
gram and in the amount of $2,250,000 in the
second phase of an SBIR program, with such
amounts able to be exceeded if the Federal
agency making the award notifies the Ad-
ministrator of such excess; and

“‘(2) receive an award for the second phase
of an SBIR program with respect to a project
without having received a first phase award
with respect to such project.”.

Page 13, line 7, strike ‘“‘met and a’’ and in-
sert “met, a’’.

Page 13, line 8, insert after ‘‘such data’’ the
following: *‘, and a description of the reasons
why the goals were met or not met’’.

Page 8, line 7, insert ‘‘renewable’ before
‘“‘energy-related’’.

Page 8, line 16, after ‘‘priorities” insert
‘“‘(including renewable energy-related tech-
nologies)”’.

Add at the end of the bill the following:
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SEC. 418. VETERAN PREFERENCE.

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 638), as amended, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘(qq) VETERAN PREFERENCE.—In making
awards under this section, Federal agencies
shall give priority to applications so as to in-
crease the number of SBIR and STTR award
recipients that are small business concerns
owned and controlled by veterans.”.

Add at the end of the bill the following:
TITLE V—IMPROVING WATER USE AND
TRANSMISSION TECHNOLOGY
SEC. 501. IMPROVING WATER USE AND TRANS-

MISSION TECHNOLOGY.

Not later than 1 year after the date of the
enactment of this Act, Federal agencies with
an SBIR program, as appropriate, shall joint-
ly develop and issue a small business innova-
tion research solicitation that requests re-
search proposals with respect to improving
the efficiency of water delivery systems and
usage patterns in the United States and its
territories through the use of technology.

Page 16, line 19, strike ‘“‘both’ and insert
“more’’.

Page 17, after line 3, insert the following:

‘(C) Small business concerns owned and
controlled by Native Americans.

Page 22, line 8, strike ‘‘Rural preference”
and insert ‘‘Preferences’.

Page 22, line 12, strike ‘‘Rural preference”
and insert ‘‘Preferences’.

Page 22, line 15, strike ‘‘from rural areas.”
and insert ‘‘that are from rural areas, or that
are small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by Native Americans. The Adminis-
trator shall submit an annual report to Con-
gress setting forth how many small business
concerns owned and controlled by Native
Americans were recipients of assistance
under this section.”.

Page 17, after line 3, insert the following:

‘(D) Small business concerns located in ge-
ographic areas with an unemployment rate
that exceeds the national unemployment
rate.

Page 19, line 24, insert after ‘‘geographic
area’ the following: ‘‘(including geographic
areas with an unemployment rate that ex-
ceeds the national unemployment rate)’’.

Page 22, line 15, insert after ‘‘recipients”
the following: ‘‘that are from areas with an
unemployment rate that exceeds the na-
tional unemployment rate,”’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 610, the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ) and a Member
opposed each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Pursuant to the
rule, I send to the desk a modification
to amendment No. 1.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the
modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment No. 1 offered
by Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

The fourth amendatory instruction on
page 4 is amended by striking ‘‘line 16 and
inserting ‘‘line 15”".

The second amendatory instruction on
page 5 is amended by striking ‘‘line 19 and
inserting ‘‘line 17",

The third amendatory instruction on page
5 is amended by striking ‘‘line 3"’ and insert-
ing ‘‘line 2.

The fourth amendatory instruction on
page 5 is amended by striking ‘‘line 8 and
inserting ‘‘line 4.

The fifth amendatory instruction on page 5
is amended by striking ‘‘line 12’ and insert-
ing ‘““line 8.

The first amendatory instruction on page 6
is amended by striking ‘‘line 15’ and insert-
ing “‘line 11”.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The second amendatory instruction on
page 6 is amended by striking ‘‘line 3 and
inserting ‘‘line 2’°.

The third amendatory instruction on page
6 is amended by striking ‘line 24 and in-
serting ‘‘line 22"’ and by striking ‘‘geographic
area’ and inserting ‘‘area’.

The fourth amendatory instruction on
page 6 is amended by striking ‘‘line 15 and
inserting ‘‘line 11”°.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to suspend the reading.

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIR. The amendment is modi-
fied. .

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
manager’s amendment makes technical
and conforming changes to the under-
lying legislation. It also incorporates
several important amendments offered
by Members.

I would like to thank these Members
for their contributions: Mr. BARROW,
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. SUTTON,

Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. CHILDERS, Mrs.
DAHLKEMPER, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mr.
KRATOVIL, Ms. MARKEY, Mr.
MCNERNEY, Ms. McCoLLuM and Mr.
PERLMUTTER.

Because of their contributions, we
have a stronger bill before us today.
The provisions that are included in the
manager’s amendment will foster what
we are doing to help veteran small
businesses. As a new generation of vet-
erans returns home from the current
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan,
many of them will be seeking opportu-
nities through entrepreneurship. Vet-
erans are often well suited to be small
business owners.

The manager’s amendment will also
enhance our outreach to women- and
minority-owned businesses. Diversity
has always been our Nation’s greatest
strength. By expanding the diversity of
the firms that compete for SBIR
grants, we will strengthen the overall
SBIR program. The same can be said
about the provisions in the manager’s
amendment that will encourage great-
er participation by rural businesses.
Drawing these companies into the pro-
gram will mean more ideas and better
ideas.

In addition to encouraging greater
diversity among participating firms,
the manager’s amendment targets
SBIR and STTR groups toward a num-
ber of pressing problems where innova-
tion and research are badly needed. For
instance, language in the amendment
clarifies that the programs shall make
renewable energy a priority. Small
businesses are already leading the way
in constructing a green economy, and
this provision will build on that suc-
cess.

Lastly, the manager’s amendment
improves oversight. The 111th Congress
has made oversight one of our top pri-
orities to ensure that taxpayers’ dol-
lars are spent wisely and well.

This amendment continues that ef-
fort. SBIR and STTR are two of our
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Nation’s most successful programs. It
is our goal to ensure they continue
functioning smoothly and effectively.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly encourage
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment, even though I do not oppose the
amendment.

The CHAIR. Without objection, the
gentleman from Missouri is recognized
for 15 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. GRAVES. The gentlelady’s
amendment makes some needed tech-
nical changes to the bill. In addition,
the amendment incorporates some sug-
gestions from other House Members
that will enhance the operations of the
SBIR and STTR programs.

I thank the chairwoman for her
thoughtful consideration in the devel-
opment of this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady from
Pennsylvania (Mrs. DAHLKEMPER).

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. I would like to
thank Chairwoman VELAZQUEZ and
Ranking Member GRAVES for their
leadership in bringing this legislation
forward, and I rise today in strong
sport of the manager’s amendment to
H.R. 2965.

The manager’s amendment makes a
number of very good changes to the
base bill, including my amendment on
water conservation technology. My
amendment would improve the effi-
ciency of water delivery systems and
usage patterns in the United States by
including this as a topic for one of the
small business innovation research so-
licitations.

Water scarcity is a growing concern
throughout the United States.
Multiyear droughts continue to plague
regions and States around the country,
including the Southeast, Texas, and
California. For many municipalities,
intense competition for water and di-
minished supplies will force local water
agencies to make difficult decisions on
water allocations to protect essential
ecosystem services. This includes im-
plementing tough restrictions that
could harm our agriculture industry
while diminishing economic growth
and job creation.

In order for our country to achieve a
more sustainable future for our chil-
dren, we must act now to conserve one
of our most precious resources, our
water supply. By improving the tech-
nology of our water delivery systems,
we can maximize our limited water re-
sources and reduce our energy use.

Again, I thank the chairwoman for
including this in her amendment, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this amendment’s adoption.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL).

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you, Madam
Chairman, for allowing me to share
this moment.

I rise in support of this legislation
and the manager’s amendment, the
manager’s amendment because the En-
hancing Small Business Research and
Innovation Act holds great promise for
our Nation’s most innovative minds
and creative entrepreneurs.

In particular, I would like to thank
the chairwoman for including in the
manager’s amendment language that
will give priority for SBIR and STTR
grants to applicants in areas that have
suffered the loss of a major source of
employment.

Having worked with Congresswoman
SUTTON to pass these provisions in the
2008 reauthorization when it was con-
sidered by the full House, I know that
both of us are very pleased this lan-
guage has made its way to the floor
again this year.

Almost 2 years ago, Maytag Corpora-
tion in Newton, Iowa, a town of 15,500
people, manufactured its last machine
after being purchased by its larger
competitor, losing more than 2,000
good-paying family jobs. Since then,
this town has worked hard to rebuild
itself, create jobs for the people of
Newton and its surrounding commu-
nities.

Unfortunately, though, similar sto-
ries still devastate towns in my dis-
trict, my State, and our country and
yours as well. Liocal shops are closing
doors, factories are being put out, and
too many hardworking Americans have
lost their jobs.

This bill will bring new jobs to towns
whose hard leadership has been forced
to close doors on its consumers and its
employees. It will provide employment
for those individuals who worked on
the assembly line 50 miles down the
road welding the frames.

The ongoing effects of bankrupt com-
panies and lost liquidity are placing
damaging effects on workers in all dis-
tricts, on people who found pride in
their jobs and now just want to provide
for their families.

By enhancing and reauthorizing the
SBIR and STTR program, we will put
moms and dads back to work so they
can put food on the table and pay the
bills. College students graduating with
debt will have increased opportunities
in their communities, and we will tap
into some of the most industrious and
ambitious minds in America.

By passing this legislation today, we
will empower other districts and pro-
vide our constituents with the re-
sources they need to rebuild their com-
munities.

I urge my colleagues to support this
underlying bill and the manager’s
amendment,

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCNERNEY).

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Chairman, the
Small Business Innovative Research
Program and the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer Program have helped
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countless small businesses find funding
opportunities in the science and tech-
nology sectors. That’s why I am proud
to rise in support of H.R. 2965, the En-
hancing Small Business Research and
Innovation Act of 2009, and the man-
ager’s amendment offered by Chair-
woman VELAZQUEZ. I am also pleased
that the chairwoman’s amendments in-
clude improvements include an amend-
ment that I submitted to make sure
that the SBIR program is accessible to
businesses located in the areas that
have been most hard hit by the eco-
nomic downturn.

The State of California suffers from
unemployment exceeding the national
rate, and the San Joaquin Valley, a
portion of which I am honored to rep-
resent, has been particularly hard hit.

The language I wrote ensures that or-
ganizations receiving funding to help
small businesses access SBIR opportu-
nities are able to direct their efforts
towards companies located in the areas
with the highest unemployment.

I have worked closely on this issue
with my colleagues, Mr. CARDOZA and
Mr. CHILDERS, and I would also like to
thank them for their hard work and
support.

I am fortunate to travel home to
California nearly every single weekend.
I have met with innovative small busi-
ness owners whose product promised to
change our country for the better. The
manager’s amendment will help small
businesses in the San Joaquin Valley
and elsewhere enjoy the full benefits of
the SBIR Program. I am proud to sup-
port its passage.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I urge adoption of
the manager’s amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE OF FLORIDA

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 111-192.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. I have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida:

Add at the end of the bill the following:
TITLE V—GAO STUDY WITH RESPECT TO

VENTURE CAPITAL OPERATING COM-

PANY INVOLVEMENT
SEC. 501. GAO STUDY WITH RESPECT TO VEN-

TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COM-
PANY INVOLVEMENT.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall carry out a study of the impact
of requirements relating to venture capital
operating company involvement under sec-
tion 9(aa) of the Small Business Act, as
added by section 102 of this Act. Not later
than 1 year after the date of the enactment
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of this Act, the Comptroller General shall
submit to Congress a report on the results of
the study.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 610, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I rise today first to
applaud the House for working on leg-
islation that is designed specifically to
help small businesses. It is the most
important thing that Congress can do
for the economy, and I thank the chair-
woman and the ranking member for
their hard work on this issue.

I also rise today to bring one provi-
sion in the bill that will surely influ-
ence the effectiveness of the SBIR and
STTR programs—either for good or ill.

Section 102 mandates that no single
venture capital firm may own more
than 49 percent of a small business for
that small business to be eligible to
participate in these programs. Multiple
venture capital companies, however, in
aggregate, may own a majority of the
shares, but no single firm may have a
controlling interest.

In essence, section 102 attempts to
strike a balance between the two con-
cerns. On the one hand, Congress does
not want large venture capital firms
scavenging and acquiring a large num-
ber of small businesses simply to take
advantage of Federal tax dollars. On
the other hand, Congress has an inter-
est in making sure that any otherwise
eligible small business is not unneces-
sarily excluded from participating sim-
ply because it has received all or a ma-
jority of its funding from a single
angel, of sorts, investor.

Preventing large firms from ‘‘gam-
ing”’ the system is the correct goal in
my view, and I appreciate the commit-
tee’s work to address this problem.
Yet, Congress must do everything pos-
sible to ensure that we are not letting
our pursuit of the perfect affect our
ability to achieve the goals of this leg-
islation.

Simply put, my amendment directs
GAO to conduct a study on the effect
that this ownership restriction has on
participation. This will help Congress
to determine if the right balance has
been struck.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is
that in far too many cases thoughtful
and well-intended programs to assist
small businesses have been unneces-
sarily hampered by arbitrary rules and
restrictions that made sense at first
glance.

The SBA’s ARC loan program, for in-
stance, which provides 100 percent
guarantees for small business loans had
been hampered because despite the
guarantee, many banks are refusing,
most banks are actually refusing to
participate. Banks are being forced to
hoard capital to satisfy stress test re-
quirements, and while those require-
ments make sense for regulators, they
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inhibit the government’s ability to ad-
minister its small business programs.

As my colleagues know, small busi-
nesses accounted for 70 percent of new
job growth over the last 10 years. It is
critical that Congress get these small
business programs right and that they
are implemented quickly. Over the
long term, Congress must continue to
do everything to support entrepreneurs
through thoughtful policy and resist
the temptation to replace them with
bureaucrats.

This, Mr. Chairman, is a program
that supports entrepreneurs, and I
think that we owe it to them to make
sure that the program is as effective as
possible; and if it is not, to fix it until
we get it right.

I believe this legislation has a chance
to do what Congress should have done
from the start in this economic crisis,
and that is to help small businesses.
However, if in a month from now Con-
gress turns around and institutes em-
ployer mandates and taxes the health
care benefits provided by small busi-
ness owners, the House will again have
taken a step back in supporting the re-
covery and growth of small businesses.

I urge the House’s adoption of this
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman,
while not opposed to the amendment, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time in opposition.

The CHAIR. Without objection, the
gentlewoman from New York is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, in
the 111th Congress, this body has made
oversight a top priority. Account-
ability is critical to the legislative
process, and it is the principle that the
Small Business Committee has consist-
ently worked to promote. So I thank
the gentlelady from Florida for this
amendment.

As I mentioned, my colleagues and I
on the Small Business Committee have
conducted a great deal of oversight. We
have collaborated with GAO in the
past, and I know they do good work. So
I would be particularly interested to
see them do a study on the effects of
venture capital investment in the SBIR
program.

In particular, I think it would be use-
ful for all of Congress to understand
how both this legislation as well as the
2003 ruling blocking venture capital
participation has affected the SBIR
program. These questions are critical
to our continued oversight of these ini-
tiatives, and I thank the gentlelady for
her efforts in this area.

I think a study will shed light on the
role that venture capital plays in the
high-tech arena. For many small firms,
access to capital is critical, and it is
often equity investment that allows a
small business to advance their re-
search to the marketplace.

A recent study by the National Re-
search Council, which this GAO inves-
tigation would complement, found that
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restricting venture capital investment
adversely affected the most promising
firms. GAO has the broad capabilities
to investigate the impact of this legis-
lation and the SBA’s regulation in this
area, across all SBIR agencies. This
comprehensive review will shed light
on both the historical patterns of ven-
ture capital financing throughout the
program, and whether certain agencies
are embracing such investment.

Like Ms. BROWN-WAITE, I am com-
mitted to keeping SBIR and STTR
small business programs. I believe that
this study will help ensure this. With
the economy facing so many chal-
lenges, expanding access to capital for
small businesses has never been more
important.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GRAVES) for any thoughts he
may have.

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida. I believe that
an independent review of the SBIR and
STTR programs by a trusted arm of
Congress, the GAO, will prove bene-
ficial when we reauthorize this pro-
gram in a few years.

In conducting this study, I expect
that the GAO will take its normal un-
biased view without any preconceived
notions on the value of the programs or
the changes that we have made to
them in H.R. 2965.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tlelady yielding.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentlelady is prepared to yield
back, we are prepared to accept the
amendment.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the
gentlelady from New York working
with me on this amendment as a
former New Yorker and as somebody
who wants to make sure that this bill
works. I really appreciate it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption of this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. KOSMAS, AS
MODIFIED

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 111-192.

Ms. KOSMAS. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Ms. KOSMAS:

Page 14, after line 4, insert the following:

‘(2) SPACE SHUTTLE PROGRAM.—Each agen-
cy required to establish a commercialization
program under paragraph (1) and that carries
out construction, assembly, or research and
development activities with respect to the
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space shuttle program (also known as the
space transportation system) shall include,
as part of such commercialization program,
activities to assist small business concerns
affected by the termination of the space
shuttle program to commercialize tech-
nologies through SBIR. Activities to assist
such small business concerns may include
activities described in paragraph (1) and
other activities to assist small business con-
cerns making the transition from work re-
lating to the space shuttle program to work
in related or unrelated industries.

Page 14, line 5, strike ‘“(2)”
“3).

Page 14, line 24, strike ‘‘(3)”” and insert
“@.

Page 15, line 1, strike ‘‘paragraphs (1) and
(2)” and insert ‘‘this subsection’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 610, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. KosMAS) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. KOSMAS. Mr. Chairman, pursu-
ant to the rule, I send to the desk a
modification of amendment No. 3.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the
modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment No. 3 offered
by Ms. KOSMAS:

The third amendatory instruction is
amended by striking ‘‘line 24 and inserting
“line 23”.

The fourth amendatory instruction is
amended by striking ‘‘Page 15, line 1’ and in-
serting ‘‘Page 14, line 25”°.

The CHAIR. The amendment is modi-
fied.

Ms. KOSMAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of my amendment to
H.R. 2965, the Enhancing Small Busi-
ness Research and Innovation Act of
2009. I would like to thank the chair-
woman for her support of this impor-
tant amendment, which will assist
small businesses in my District and
across the Nation that support NASA’s
space shuttle program.

With suppliers in nearly every State,
the retirement of the space shuttle pro-
gram will have a significant economic
impact. In my district alone, over 300
businesses work with NASA and these
small businesses had over $200 million
in contracts last year.

This amendment will provide that
these businesses have the opportunity
to commercialize and that they get as-
sistance in doing so so that they can
continue to thrive and contribute to
our economy following the expiration
of the shuttle program. The contribu-
tions the shuttle program has made to
our economy and to the improvement
of our everyday lives are countless, and
we must continue to utilize the knowl-
edge, innovation, and unique workforce
that has supported NASA throughout
the years. Helping small businesses by
increasing their potential to produce
products for the marketplace will en-
sure that this exceptional workforce
and this small business sector will not
be dispersed and lost, but will be able
to continue developing vital tech-
nologies and growing our economy.

and insert
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NASA’s innovative partnerships pro-
gram has a strong history of engaging
small businesses in developing tech-
nology for NASA needs and transfer-
ring that technology to the public ben-
efit. In 2008, NASA’s SBIR awards went
to 205 firms spanning 31 States. NASA
also identified 1,110 newly developed
technologies last year that could lead
to patenting and to transfer. Tech-
nologies developed by and for NASA
lead to new products deployed to the
fields of health and medicine, transpor-
tation, public safety, agriculture, in-
dustrial productivity, and of course
computer technology.

Helping small businesses affected by
the retirement of the shuttle program
transition to work in related or unre-
lated industries will encourage cutting-
edge research and development and
preserve the unique workforce which
has made us the world leader in inno-
vation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman,
while I am not opposed to the amend-
ment, I ask unanimous consent to
claim the time in opposition.

The CHAIR. Without objection, the
gentlewoman from New York is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Space exploration
has long been a symbol of American in-
novation. Today, we are in the process
of unwinding one of our most high-pro-
file efforts in that arena. In the next
year, NASA’s space shuttle project will
retire for good. As the program comes
to an end, so will an estimated 8,000
contracting jobs. While the project is
shutting down, its contractors and the
innovation behind it shouldn’t have to.

In the past, these firms contributed a
great deal to NASA’s space shuttle pro-
gram. I believe they can do the same
for other Federal agencies, and for
other space initiatives such as the
Mars Lander project. That is why Ms.
KosMAS’s amendment is so important.

By retooling their operations and
seeking new markets, space shuttle
contractors can continue to offer high-
wage jobs to countless Americans, all
while maintaining their commitment
to science and technology.

This amendment offers transitional
assistance to displaced firms, helping
them identify and vie for other R&D
projects. In doing so, it will ensure
that even with the loss of the program,
we don’t lose our most innovative busi-
nesses.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GRAVES) for any comments
he wishes to make.

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Madam
Chair.

I rise today in support of the amend-
ment from the gentlelady from Flor-
ida. The space program has and con-
tinues to create new and exciting tech-
nologies, often by small businesses.
The amendment will ensure that the
creative ideas associated with the de-
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velopment of the space shuttle will not
be lost and will be transferred to other
new technologies.

I thank the gentlelady for the
amendment.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. We are prepared to
accept the amendment.

Ms. KOSMAS. Mr. Chairman, I urge
adoption, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I urge adoption of
the amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. KOSMAS), as
modified.

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. KOSMAS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida will be postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT,
AS MODIFIED

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 4 printed in
House Report 111-192.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. REICHERT:

Page 20, after line 2, insert the following
new subparagraph and redesignate subpara-
graphs (B) through (D) in lines 3 through 14
as (C) through (E) respectively:

‘“(B) criteria designed to give preference (i)
to applicants serving underrepresented
States and regions and (ii) to applicants who
are women-, service-disabled veterans-, or
minority-owned.”.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 610, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. REICHERT) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suant to the rule, I send to the desk a
modification of amendment No. 4.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the
modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment No. 4 offered
by Mr. REICHERT:

The amendatory instruction is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘Page 20, line 1, insert the
following new subparagraph and redesignate
subparagraphs (B) through (D) on lines 1
through 12 as (C) through (E) respectively:”.

The CHAIR. The amendment is modi-
fied.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to offer this commonsense, bi-
partisan amendment with my colleague
from Washington (Mr. SMITH).

Our amendment directs the Small
Business Administration to prioritize
giving grants used for outreach to dis-
advantaged small businesses to be
given to similar organizations that can
empathize and understand them.
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Outreach to underserved areas and
disadvantaged small businesses is es-
sential. I have found, in my district
and in my State, that many small busi-
nesses are completely unaware of the
resources available to them and often
incur unnecessary costs trying to navi-
gate a complex government system
just to apply for assistance.

Outreach and assistance can mean so
much more when someone who over-
came that same difficulty has an un-
derstanding of the needs of these dis-
advantaged small businesses and
reaches out to them with a helping
hand. For example, a wounded warrior
may come home and start up a new
business and go through all the proc-
esses, and I've heard many a frus-
trating story from those men and
women who return home trying to get
their lives back on track as they come
back from serving our country. They
really have a grasp as to what’s been
happening and how they achieved their
goals, and so the intent of this legisla-
tion is so those people—wounded war-
riors, women, and those who represent
minority-owned businesses—can reach
out to those people and help them build
their own business, create job opportu-
nities for their families, and also cre-
ate job opportunities for families
across this country.

We all know that small businesses
really generate the jobs in this coun-
try. Ninety-four percent of the jobs in
Washington State are provided by
small businesses, so this piece of legis-
lation, Mr. Chairman, is absolutely es-
sential.

I have a young wounded warrior
working in my office who did two tours
in Iraqg and one in Afghanistan who
fully understands what it’s like to
come back home and go through the
process of receiving health care and
finding a job here when he returned to
his home. Zach is there to help those
wounded warriors as they call in to the
office, and he can help them because he
understands because he has been there,
done that.

I would encourage my colleagues to
support this commonsense, bipartisan
amendment to help those people that
we all respect and admire so greatly to
find jobs and create businesses in their
own communities.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman,
while not opposed to the amendment, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time in opposition.

The CHAIR. Without objection, the
gentlewoman from New York is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There wag no objection.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
legislation that we’re debating today is
designed to expand the pool of busi-
nesses that participate in the SBIR
program. That is why this bill provides
grants to economic development orga-
nizations so that they can educate
rural entrepreneurs as well as busi-
nesses owned by women, minorities,
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and veterans about SBIR. By expand-
ing the set of businesses that compete
for grants and contribute creative
ideas, we can further spur innovation
and encourage the development of new,
better products.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington strengthens
this part of the bill. By utilizing orga-
nizations that have experience with the
communities we are trying to reach, it
will expand the reach of the SBIR and
STTR program, making this bill more
effective.

It only makes sense to have the
Small Business Administration lever-
age the knowledge of groups that al-
ready work closely with these popu-
lations. These organizations are al-
ready familiar with the small busi-
nesses in their communities and know
which entrepreneurs will make strong
SBIR candidates.

With this amendment, we will be able
to broaden the pool of talent that com-
petes for SBIR grants. That means
more ideas, better ideas, and an im-
proved return on investment for the
taxpayer.

I, therefore, urge the adoption of this
amendment and yield to the cosponsor
of the bill, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Washington asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment, and I thank Congressman
REICHERT for offering it.

These are two critical programs. And
I thank the committee, as well, for
their excellent work in reauthorizing
these programs, the SBIR and the
STTR programs, which are designed to
help small businesses with innovative
products get access to help from the
Small Business Administration to pro-
mote those products, and in particular,
to emphasize help for veteran-owned
businesses, small businesses, minori-
ties, and underrepresented areas.

I applaud Mr. REICHERT for offering
this amendment as we reach out to
those people and try to make them
aware of this program, which has been
a  significant challenge, as Mr.
REICHERT outlined, of people being
aware of the opportunities that are
there. It makes a great deal of sense to
those same veterans, minorities, and
underrepresented areas to do that out-
reach. I think this is a well thought-
out amendment that will help enor-
mously in making sure those people
get access to these critical programs.

As Mr. REICHERT mentioned, there
are a large number of veterans coming
back from fighting in Iraq and Afghani-
stan who are looking for these opportu-
nities. This amendment will help make
sure that our veterans get that help
that they need to find those opportuni-
ties that are there.

And this will also be a huge boon to
our economy. There are a lot of great
ideas amongst these groups. If we can
take those ideas, turn them into busi-
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nesses and turn them into jobs, we all
benefit from it, while at the same time
helping our veterans who so richly de-
serve our help.

This is an important amendment that will
help facilitate access by veteran-owned and
other underrepresented businesses to the
SBIR and STTR programs that we are dis-
cussing today.

As was already explained by my colleague,
this amendment ensures that the outreach to
underserved areas and underrepresented
small businesses called for in this legislation
will be conducted by organizations that include
those which serve underrepresented States,
regions, and businesses owned by women,
persons of minority status, or service-disabled
veterans.

As my district is home to many veterans
who have gone on to start small businesses,
and with many who will soon return home
from service abroad and look to start busi-
nesses of their own, | am proud to offer this
amendment with my colleague, Mr. REICHERT.
This amendment will help to ensure that there
are avenues available to those veterans and
other underrepresented small business owners
that would benefit from the assistance offered
by the SBA.

| ask that
amendment.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield as much time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES).

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the amendment
from the gentleman from Washington.

Representing a State that has a sig-
nificant rural base, the outreach pro-
gram in H.R. 2965 should not overlook
the creativity of any rural Americans.
The amendment from the gentleman
from Washington will help ensure that
no rural Americans will be overlooked
in the SBIR and the STTR programs.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I
would just close by saying that I very
much appreciate the support on this
amendment from the other side of the
aisle, my colleagues, especially the
chairwoman and Mr. SMITH for their
support, and also for the support of Mr.
GRAVES.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, we
are prepared to accept the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. REICHERT), as
modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. PAULSEN

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 5 printed in
House Report 111-192.

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. PAULSEN:

my colleagues support this
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Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 415. MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY.

Section 9(g2)(3) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 638(2)(3)), as amended, is further
amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by inserting after ‘‘broad research
topics” the following: ‘‘and research topics
relating to medical technology’’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 610, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PAULSEN) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
add medical technology to the list of
commercialization and research topics
that deserve special consideration for
SBIR funding.

According to a recent census study,
71 percent of medical device companies
have less than 10 employees, small
businesses. Despite the small size of
these companies, they have a tremen-
dous impact on our economy. Each
medical technology job has been shown
to create an additional two jobs by cre-
ating the need for secondary positions
such as technicians and repairmen and
by purchasing other inputs of produc-
tion.

Each medical technology payroll dol-
lar generates an additional $1.12 in pay-
roll to account for the increased num-
ber of positions and skills required to
fill these jobs, and each dollar of med-
ical technology sales generates an ad-
ditional 90 cents in sales in that State
by providing more citizens with dispos-
able income.

While startup costs are high for
many of these new technologies, they
do pay dividends down the road once
the products get to market. We should
help these companies by getting the
funds they need into their hands so
they can bring new lifesaving tech-
nologies to market.

The current challenge right now is
that these are high-risk/high-reward
investments. This amendment will go a
long way to providing these firms with
needed capital to continue innovating.
In the last 10 years alone, there has
been an 80 percent increase in patents
for breakthrough medical technologies,
and we must help these products get to
market.

One such company recently testified
before the Small Business Committee
on the SBIR program; it was Micro-
Transponder. In their testimony at the
committee, they outlined how they
have used the SBIR funds to develop
treatments for chronic pain and other
neurological disorders, including trau-
matic brain injury, posttraumatic
stress disorder, motor disorders, au-
tism, and others. Taken together, these
conditions affect over 50 million people
in the U.S. and represent a cost of over
$100 billion annually.

Mr. Chairman, as Congress moves to-
wards health reform legislation, we
should also consider ideas that are cost
efficient and cost effective. Not only
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does medical technology create jobs
and increase life expectancy, it also
shows to reduce costs in countless
cases.

So as the medical technology indus-
try continues to grow and expand, we
need to make sure that patients will
see these benefits on an increasingly
efficient basis that is more affordable
and that are lifesaving technologies.
That is why this amendment makes
sense to target these resources.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman,
while I am not opposed to the amend-
ment, I ask unanimous consent to
claim the time in opposition.

The CHAIR. Without objection, the
gentlewoman from New York is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
for his good amendment.

We all know that one area where
SBIR has been most successful is med-
ical research. From heart stents to
pacemakers, advances in the medical
technology field bring important bene-
fits to the lives of ordinary Americans
every day.

In addition to improving our quality
of life, the medical technology indus-
try is an important driver in the Amer-
ican economy. In 2006, this industry
employed more than 350,000 people and
paid $21.5 billion in salaries. Clearly,
this field, which is dominated by small-
er firms, plays a vital role in providing
jobs and fostering economic growth.

Many of these firms got their start
thanks to SBIR funding. The kind of
high-risk/high-reward research that
medical technology companies engage
in makes them strong candidates for
SBIR grants, so already there is an im-
portant relationship between SBIR and
advances in the medical technology
field. Mr. PAULSEN’s amendment would
codify this relationship by putting a di-
rect reference to medical technology in
the act.

While a seemingly small change, this
amendment will formalize SBIR’s sup-
port for medical technology research.
In that way, the amendment will sup-
port future research and may very well
lead to the development of the medi-
cines of tomorrow.

I believe this is a good amendment,
and I yield to the ranking member, Mr.
GRAVES, for any comments that he
may have.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the amendment
from the gentleman from Minnesota.

Medical technology represents a key
component of the economy and also an
important contributor to the quality of
life in this country. The amendment
makes a sensible recognition that med-
ical technology should be a special
focus of the SBIR and STTR programs.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, we
are prepared to accept the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the leadership, on a bipartisan

basis, for their support of this amend-
ment.

I would like to yield 2 minutes to an
avid guitar player and staunch sup-
porter of maintaining the United
States’ status as a world leader in med-
ical technology, the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. ROE).

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the Paulsen amend-
ment to give special consideration to
SBIR funding for medical technology.

The underlying legislation prioritizes
projects that are related to energy and
infectious diseases, and there is no
question that these are deserving
areas. But I believe the Paulsen amend-
ment adds an important priority cat-
egory that is left out, medical tech-
nology. The fact is, because of our
health care system, we lead the world
in medical technology advances. It’s a
huge competitive edge we hold and one
I do not want to lose.

As a physician, I was able to take ad-
vantage of this technology over the
course of my career, and I can give nu-
merous examples of how care was im-
proved for my patients. Prioritizing
SBIR funding for medical technology
projects is one step to help us maintain
our edge.

While this amendment will take
steps toward creating a fertile environ-
ment for medical technology advances,
it is important not to take two steps
back by creating a government-run
health care system.

A major problem with care that is
managed by Washington bureaucrats
instead of patients and doctors is that
bureaucrats are focused on cost rather
than advancing care, and they inevi-
tably require the use of older, less ex-
pensive technology because of its com-
parative effectiveness.

If the health care system refuses to
use new technology until older tech-
nology is proven ineffective, we elimi-
nate much, if not all, of the incentive
for new medical technology develop-
ments and rob future generations of
the chance to find cures for cancer,
Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and diabetes,
just to name a few.

[ 1400

I urge adoption of the Paulsen
amendment, which to me is just com-
mon sense, and hope this Congress does
all it can to keep the health care sys-
tem that rewards medical research and
development.

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. KOSMAS

The CHAIR. The unfinished business
is the demand for a recorded vote on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. KOSMAS) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate the
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The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been

demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 427, noes 4,
not voting 7, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
AKkin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Bordallo
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Christensen
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Cole
Conaway

[Roll No. 483]
AYES—427

Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper

Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Emerson
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare

Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin

Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
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McClintock Pingree (ME) Skelton
McCollum Pitts Slaughter
McCotter Platts Smith (NE)
McDermott Poe (TX) Smith (NJ)
McGovern Polis (CO) Smith (TX)
McHenry Pomeroy Smith (WA)
McHugh Posey Snyder
MclIntyre Price (NC) Souder
McKeon Putnam Space
McMahon Quigley Speier
McMorris Radanovich Spratt
Rodgers Rahall Stark
McNerney Rangel Stearns
Meek (FL) Rehberg
Meeks (NY) Reichert Stupak
Melancon Reyes Sullivan
Mica Richardson Sutton
Michaud Rodriguez Tanner
Miller (FL) Roe (TN) Taylor
Miller (MI) Rogers (AL) Teague
Miller (NC) Rogers (KY) Terry

Miller, Gary

Rogers (MI)

Thompson (CA)

Miller, George Rohrabacher Thompson (MS)
Minnick Rooney Thompson (PA)
Mitchell Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
Mollohan Roskam Tiahrt
Moore (KS) Ross Tiberi
Moore (WI) Rothman (NJ) Tierney
Moran (KS) Roybal-Allard Titus
Moran (VA) Royce Tonko
Murphy (CT) Ruppersberger Towns
Murphy (NY) Rush Tsongas
Murphy, Pgtrick Ryan (OH) Turner
Murphy, Tim Ryan (WI) Upton
Mutha Sablan Van Hollen
Myrick S@lazar ) Velazquez
Nadle? (NY) Sanchez, Linda Visclosky
Napolitano T. Walden
Neal (MA) Sanchez, Loretta Walz
Neugebauer Sarbanes Wamp
Norton Scalise Wasserman
Nunes Schakowsky Schultz
Nye Schauer Waters
Oberstar Schiff
Obey Schmidt Watson
Olson Schock Watt
Olver Schrader Wa?iman
Ortiz Schwartz Weiner
Pallone Scott (GA) Welch
Pascrell Scott (VA) Westmoreland
Pastor (AZ) Sensenbrenner Wexler
Paul Serrano Whitfield
Paulsen Sessions Wilson (OH)
Payne Shadegg Wilson (SC)
Pence Shea-Porter Wittman
Perlmutter Sherman Wolf
Perriello Shimkus Woolsey
Peters Shuler Wu
Peterson Shuster Yarmuth
Petri Simpson Young (AK)
Pierluisi Sires Young (FL)
NOES—4

Flake King (IA)
Foxx Price (GA)

NOT VOTING—17
Broun (GA) Ellsworth Sestak
Cardoza Faleomavaega
Castor (FL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR

The CHAIR (during the vote). There

are 5 minutes remaining on this vote.

Messrs. FLAKE, KING of Iowa, and
PRICE of Georgia changed their vote
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from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”
So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Chair, | was unable to
be present for several votes taken on the
House floor earlier today as one of my chil-
dren required immediate medical attention. As
a result, | missed rollcall votes 480, 481, 482,
and 483.

Had | been present, on rollcall vote 480 |
would have voted “aye”; on rollcall vote 481 |
would have voted “aye”, on rolicall vote 482 |
would have voted “aye”; and on rolicall vote
483 | would have voted “aye.”

The CHAIR. The question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIR. Under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois) having assumed
the chair, Mr. Ross, Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. H.R. 2965) to amend the
Small Business Act with respect to the
Small Business Innovation Research
Program and the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer Program, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
610, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 411, noes 15,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 484]

AYES—411
Abercrombie Brown (SC) Davis (AL)
Ackerman Brown, Corrine Davis (CA)
Aderholt Brown-Waite, Davis (IL)
Adler (NJ) Ginny Davis (KY)
AKkin Buchanan Davis (TN)
Alexander Burgess Deal (GA)
Altmire Burton (IN) DeFazio
Andrews Butterfield DeGette
Arcuri Buyer Delahunt
Austria Calvert DeLauro
Baca Camp Dent
Bachmann Campbell Diaz-Balart, L.
Bachus Cantor Diaz-Balart, M.
Baird Cao Dicks
Baldwin Capito Dingell
Barrett (SC) Capps Doggett
Barrow Capuano Donnelly (IN)
Bartlett Cardoza Doyle
Barton (TX) Carnahan Dreier
Bean Carney Driehaus
Becerra Carson (IN) Edwards (MD)
Berkley Carter Edwards (TX)
Berman Cassidy Ehlers
Berry Castle Ellison
Biggert Chandler Emerson
Bilbray Childers Engel
Bilirakis Clarke Eshoo
Bishop (GA) Clay Etheridge
Bishop (NY) Cleaver Fallin
Bishop (UT) Clyburn Farr
Blackburn Coble Fattah
Blumenauer Coffman (CO) Filner
Blunt Cohen Fleming
Boccieri Cole Forbes
Boehner Conaway Fortenberry
Bonner Connolly (VA) Foster
Bono Mack Conyers Frank (MA)
Boozman Cooper Frelinghuysen
Boren Costa Fudge
Boswell Costello Gallegly
Boucher Courtney Garrett (NJ)
Boustany Crenshaw Gerlach
Boyd Crowley Giffords
Brady (PA) Cuellar Gingrey (GA)
Brady (TX) Culberson Gohmert
Braley (IA) Cummings Gonzalez
Bright Dahlkemper Goodlatte

Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis

Chaffetz
Duncan
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Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher

NOES—I15

Flake
Foxx

Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sessions
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Weiner
Welch
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Franks (AZ)
Manzullo
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Marchant Paul Ryan (WI)

McClintock Petri Sensenbrenner

Miller (FL) Poe (TX) Shadegg
NOT VOTING—6

Broun (GA) Ellsworth Sestak

Castor (FL) Murtha Waxman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote.
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Mr. MOLLOHAN changed his vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. SIMPSON. In its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Simpson moves to recommit the bill.
H.R. 2965, to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness with instructions to report the same
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing instructions:

At the end of the bill, insert the following
new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON REGULAR
ORDER ON APPROPRIATIONS BILLS.

Whereas it is the sense of the House that
the statements regarding the appropriations
process stated October 6, 2000, by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Obey, should be
followed, when he stated:

“We have gotten so far from the regular
order that I fear that if this continues, the
House will not have the capacity to return to
the precedents and procedures of the House
that have given true meaning to the term
‘representative democracy.” The reason that
we have stuck to regular order as long as we
have in this institution is to protect the
rights of every Member to participate. And
when we lose those rights, we lose the right
to be called the greatest deliberative body
left in the world.”

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The gentleman from Idaho is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, we offer
this motion to recommit because I
think everyone in this body realizes
that we have gone far astray from reg-
ular order, and we know the damage
that does to this Institution. We have
done it in the name of expediency, as if
we have to be done by some specific
date on some arbitrary schedule that
has been scratched out on some piece
of paper.

We all know that we have work to do.
We weren’t here Monday. We could
have worked. We could have done ap-
propriation bills. But instead, what we
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have done is cut Members out not
being able to offer amendments on the
floor, not only minority Members but
majority Members too.

We all know that we have gotten far
away from regular order and that we
need to return to regular order where
Members have the right and the ability
to represent their constituents that
elected them here. That means offering
amendments to appropriation bills. Our
history has been that appropriation
bills come to the floor under an open
rule so that Members have the right to
offer amendments.

Is it frustrating? Yes. Does it take a
lot of time? Yes. Are there some
amendments that we wish wouldn’t be
offered? Sure. But that is our job. Our
job is to come here and debate issues,
not expediency, trying to get them
done at a specific time. By doing that,
what we do is cut off Members’ ability
to offer amendments and represent
their constituencies.

I believe that Mr. OBEY was abso-
lutely correct on October 6, 2000, when
he said, We have gotten so far from
regular order that I fear that if this
continues, the House will not have the
capacity to return to the precedents
and procedures of the House that have
given true meaning to the term ‘‘rep-
resentative democracy.” The reason we
have stuck to regular order as long as
we have in this Institution is to pro-
tect the rights of every Member to par-
ticipate, minority Members and major-
ity Members. And when we lose those
rights, we lose the right to call this the
greatest deliberative body left in the
world.

He is absolutely right, and we need to
adopt this as a sense of Congress that
we need to return to regular order so
that Members can represent their con-
stituents and they can offer amend-
ments. It will take long, yes, but peo-
ple will have the opportunity to rep-
resent their constituents. And every-
one here on both sides of the aisle
knows in their heart this is what we
need to do if we are going to be called
a ‘‘representative democracy’ instead
of trying to get it done because we
have an August recess coming up.

I am willing to stay and work. I am
willing to stay on the weekends and
work if that is necessary to get our
work done. And you should be, too.
That is what we are getting paid for,
not to cut Members off.

So I would urge you to adopt this
motion to recommit so that we can re-
turn to regular order and so that Mem-
bers have the right and the ability to
represent their constituents on this
floor.

I fear, as I said the other day, I truly
fear that you know not the damage
that you do to this Institution with the
rules that are closing off debate on the
appropriations process. We need to re-
turn to regular order and open debate
and let Members offer their amend-
ments and represent their constituents
in the manner for which they were
elected.
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_ POINT OF ORDER

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I in-
sist on my point of order.

Putting aside the gentleman’s com-
ments, let me just say that we spent
almost 2 hours, 3 hours here debating
the SBIR/STTR, and what we heard is
people talking about the economic
downturn and how can we grow this
economy. This bill deals with title IX
of the Small Business Act. As such, Mr.
Speaker, under clause 7 of the House
rule, the amendment is not in order
and is not germane to the underlying
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
any other Member wish to be heard on
the point of order? If not, the Chair is
prepared to rule.

The motion proposes an amendment
expressing a sense of Congress on a
wholly unrelated topic. That amend-
ment is not germane. The point of
order is sustained. The motion is not in
order.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I appeal
the ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

'MOTION TO TABLE

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to table the appeal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to table.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

_ RECORDED VOTE

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
table, if not followed by proceedings in
recommital, will be followed by b5-
minute votes on passage; and approval
of the Journal.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 246, noes 181,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 485]

The

AYES—246
Abercrombie Butterfield Davis (IL)
Ackerman Capps Dayvis (TN)
Adler (NJ) Capuano DeFazio
Altmire Cardoza DeGette
Andrews Carnahan Delahunt
Arcuri Carney DeLauro
Baca Carson (IN) Dingell
Baird Castor (FL) Doggett
Baldwin Chandler Donnelly (IN)
Barrow Childers Doyle
Bean Clarke Driehaus
Becerra Clay Edwards (MD)
Berkley Cleaver Edwards (TX)
Berman Clyburn Ellison
Berry Cohen Ellsworth
Bishop (GA) Connolly (VA) Engel
Bishop (NY) Conyers Eshoo
Blumenauer Cooper Etheridge
Boccieri Costa Farr
Boren Costello Fattah
Boswell Courtney Filner
Boucher Crowley Foster
Boyd Cuellar Frank (MA)
Brady (PA) Cummings Fudge
Braley (IA) Dahlkemper Giffords
Brown, Corrine Davis (AL) Gonzalez
Buchanan Davis (CA) Gordon (TN)
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Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole

Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger

NOES—181

Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Griffith
Guthrie

Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis

Issa

Jenkins
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Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick

Moran (KS) Rogers (AL) Souder
Murphy, Tim Rogers (KY) Stearns
Myrick Rogers (MI) Sullivan
Neugebauer Rohrabacher Terry
Nunes Rooney ) Thompson (PA)
Nye Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
Olson Roskam Tiahrt
Paul Royce hapd
Paulsen Ryan (WD) ?ber h

N urner
Pence Scalise Upton
Petri Schmidt
Pitts Schock Walden
Platts Sensenbrenner Wamp
Poe (TX) Sessions Westmoreland
Posey Shadegg Whitfield
Price (GA) Shimkus Wilson (SC)
Putnam Shuster Wittman
Radanovich Simpson Wolf
Rehberg Smith (NE) Young (AK)
Reichert Smith (NJ) Young (FL)
Roe (TN) Smith (TX)

NOT VOTING—5

Broun (GA) Harman Sestak
Dicks Melancon

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining in this vote.

0 1512

Mr. GRIFFITH changed his vote from
‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

_ RECORDED VOTE

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 386, noes 41,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 486]

This

AYES—386
Abercrombie Boswell Coble
Ackerman Boucher Coffman (CO)
Aderholt Boustany Cohen
Adler (NJ) Boyd Cole
AKkin Brady (PA) Conaway
Alexander Brady (TX) Connolly (VA)
Altmire Braley (IA) Cooper
Andrews Bright Costa
Arcuri Brown (SC) Costello
Austria Brown, Corrine Crenshaw
Baca Brown-Waite, Crowley
Bachmann Ginny Cuellar
Bachus Buchanan Culberson
Baird Burgess Cummings
Baldwin Burton (IN) Dahlkemper
Barrett (SC) Butterfield Davis (AL)
Barrow Buyer Davis (CA)
Bartlett Calvert Davis (IL)
Barton (TX) Camp Davis (KY)
Bean Cantor Davis (TN)
Becerra Cao Deal (GA)
Berkley Capito DeFazio
Berman Capps DeGette
Berry Capuano Delahunt
Biggert, Cardoza DeLauro
Bilbray Carnahan Dent
Bilirakis Carney Diaz-Balart, L.
Bishop (GA) Carson (IN) Diaz-Balart, M.
Bishop (NY) Carter Dicks
Bishop (UT) Cassidy Dingell
Blumenauer Castle Doggett
Blunt Castor (FL) Donnelly (IN)
Boccieri Chandler Doyle
Boehner Childers Dreier
Bonner Clarke Driehaus
Bono Mack Clay Edwards (MD)
Boozman Cleaver Edwards (TX)
Boren Clyburn Ehlers

Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herger
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin

Blackburn
Campbell
Chaffetz
Courtney
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Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert

NOES—41

Duncan
Ellison
Flake
Foxx

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Franks (AZ)
Fudge
Hensarling
Herseth Sandlin
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Hodes Markey (MA) Schauer
Hoekstra MecClintock Sensenbrenner
Issa Miller, Gary Sessions
Jordan (OH) Murphy (CT) Shadegg
Kingston Paul Taylor
Kucinich Petri Teague
Lee (NY) Poe (TX) Thornberry
Linder Posey T
Manzullo Rohrabacher Wseolrgkglas
Marchant Royce

NOT VOTING—5
Broun (GA) Harman Watson
Conyers Sestak

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in this
vote.

0 15622

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut and
Mrs. BLACKBURN changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEM-
BRANCE OF MEMBERS OF
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR
FAMILIES

The SPEAKER. The Chair would ask
all present to rise for the purpose of a
moment of silence.

The Chair asks that the House now
observe a moment of silence in remem-
brance of our brave men and women in
uniform who have given their lives in
the service of our Nation in Iraq and in
Afghanistan and their families, and all
who serve in our Armed Forces and
their families.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 5-
minute voting will continue.
There was no objection.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALTMIRE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the unfinished business is the
question on agreeing to the Speaker’s
approval of the Journal, which the
Chair will put de novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 184,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 10, as
follows:

This

[Roll No. 487]

AYES—237
Abercrombie Aderholt Andrews
Ackerman Altmire Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Buchanan
Butterfield
Buyer
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fortenberry
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare

Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Arcuri
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack

Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Heller
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)

NOES—184

Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Castle

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Childers

Coble

Coffman (CO)
Cole

Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Donnelly (IN)
Duncan
Ellsworth
Etheridge
Fallin

Flake
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Fleming Luetkemeyer Rogers (KY)
Forbes Lummis Rogers (MI)
Foxx Lungren, Daniel  Rohrabacher
Franks (AZ) E. Rooney
Frelinghuysen Mack Roskam
Gallegly Manzullo Royce
Garrett (NJ) Marchant Ryan (WI)
Gerlach Markey (CO) Scalise
Giffords Markey (MA) Schmidt
Gingrey (GA) McCarthy (CA) Schock
Goodlatte McCotter

Granger McHenry Senslenbrenner
Graves McHugh Sessions
Griffith McKeon Shadegg
Guthrie McMorris Shimlkus
Hall (TX) Rodgers Shuler
Halvorson Mica Shuster
Harper Miller (FL) Simpson
Hastings (WA) Miller (MI) Smith (NE)
Hensarling Miller, Gary Smith (NJ)
Herger Minnick Smith (TX)
Hill Mitchell Souder
Hunter Moore (KS) Space
Inglis Moran (KS) Stearns
Issa Murphy (NY) Stupak
Jenkins Murphy, Tim Sullivan
Johnson, Sam Myrick Taylor
Jones Neugebauer Terry
Jordan (OH) Nunes

mhompson 08)
King (NY) Olson

Kingston Paul g?;}faberry
Kirk Pence R
Kirkpatrick (AZ) Peterson Tiber
Kline (MN) Petri Turner
Kratovil Platts Upton
Lamborn Poe (TX) Walden
LaTourette Price (GA) Wamp
Latta Putnam Westmoreland
Lee (NY) Radanovich Wilson (SC)
Lewis (CA) Rehberg Wittman
Linder Reichert Wolf
LoBiondo Roe (TN) Young (AK)
Lucas Rogers (AL) Young (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Gohmert

NOT VOTING—10

Bright Harman Watson
Broun (GA) McMahon Wu
Conyers Ros-Lehtinen

Emerson Sestak

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote.

0 1631

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

————

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 36, noes 364,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 488]

AYES—36
Bartlett Connolly (VA) Issa
Barton (TX) Flake Johnson (IL)
Bishop (UT) Foxx Johnson, Sam
Blackburn Garrett (NJ) King (IA)
Boehner Gohmert Lewis (CA)
Campbell Halvorson Luetkemeyer
Chaffetz Hensarling Mack
Coffman (CO) Inglis Marchant
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Olson
Paul
Pence
Price (GA)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cantor

Cao

Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Childers
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks

Shadegg
Souder
Thornberry
Tiahrt

NOES—364

Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Ehlers
Ellison
Emerson
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins

Hill

Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono

Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden

Holt

Hoyer
Hunter
Inslee

Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones

Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy

Kind

King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell

Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
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Tiberi

Turner
Waters
Westmoreland

Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert

Reyes Schwartz Thompson (MS)
Richardson Scott (GA) Thompson (PA)
Rodriguez Scott (VA) Tierney
Roe (TN) Sensenbrenner Titus
Rogers (AL) Serrano Tonko
Rogers (KY) Shea-Porter Towns
Rogers (MI) Sherman Tsongas
Rohrabacher Shuler Upton
Rooney Shuster Van Hollen
Ros-Lehtinen Simpson Velazquez
Roskam Sires Visclosky
Ross Skelton Walden
Rothman (NJ) Slaughter Walz
Roybal-Allard Smith (NE) Wam
Royce Smith (TX) P
Ruppersberger Smith (WA) Wasserman
Rush Snyder Schultz
Ryan (OH) Space Watt
Ryan (WI) Speier Waxman
Salazar Spratt Weiner
Sanchez, Linda Stark Welch

T. Stearns Whitfield
Sarbanes Stupak Wilson (OH)
Scalise Sullivan Wilson (SC)
Schakowsky Sutton Wittman
Schauer Tanner Wolf
Schiff Taylor Woolsey
Schmidt Teague Yarmuth
Schock Terry Young (AK)
Schrader Thompson (CA) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—32

Bilirakis Frank (MA) Napolitano
Broun (GA) Grijalva Radanovich
Brown-Waite, Herger Sanchez, Loretta

Ginny Honda Sessions
Chandler Jackson-Lee Sestak
Clarke (TX) Shimkus
Crowley Kennedy Smith (NJ)
Cuellar Lamborn
Delahunt Lee (CA) ngjgf
Edwards (TX) Lin(}er Wu
Ellsworth Lujan
Engel Miller, George

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

————————

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, I
hereby notify the House of my inten-
tion to offer a resolution as a question
of the privileges of the House.

The form of my resolution is as fol-
lows:

Whereas on January 20, 2009, Barack
Obama was inaugurated as President of the
United States, and the outstanding public
debt of the United States stood at $10.627
trillion;

Whereas on January 20, 2009, in the Presi-
dent’s Inaugural Address, he stated, ‘‘[T]hose
of us who manage the public’s dollars will be
held to account, to spend wisely, reform bad
habits, and do our business in the light of
day, because only then can we restore the
vital trust between a people and their gov-
ernment.”’;

Whereas on February 17, 2009, the Presi-
dent signed into public law H.R. 1, the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009;

Whereas the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 included $575 billion of
new spending and $212 billion of revenue re-
ductions for a total deficit impact of $787 bil-
lion;

Whereas the borrowing necessary to fi-
nance the American Recovery and Reinvest-
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ment Act of 2009 will cost an additional $300
billion;

Whereas on February 26, 2009, the Presi-
dent unveiled his budget blueprint for FY
2010;

Whereas the President’s budget for FY 2010
proposes the eleven highest annual deficits
in U.S. history;

Whereas the President’s budget for FY 2010
proposes to increase the national debt to
$23.1 trillion by FY 2019, more than doubling
it from current levels;

Whereas on March 11, 2009, the President
signed into public law H.R. 1105, the Omnibus
Appropriations Act, 2009;

Whereas the Omnibus Appropriations Act,
2009 constitutes nine of the twelve appropria-
tions bills for FY 2009 which had not been en-
acted before the start of the fiscal year;

Whereas the Omnibus Appropriations Act,
2009 spends $19.1 billion more than the re-
quest of President Bush;

Whereas the Omnibus Appropriations Act,
2009 spends $19.0 billion more than simply ex-
tending the continuing resolution for FY
2009;

Whereas on April 1, 2009, the House consid-
ered H. Con. Res. 85, Congressional Demo-
crats’ budget proposal for FY 2010;

Whereas the Congressional Democrats’
budget proposal for FY 2010, H. Con. Res. 85,
proposes the six highest annual deficits in
U.S. history;

Whereas the Congressional Democrats’
budget proposal for FY 2010, H. Con. Res. 85,
proposes to increase the national debt to
$17.1 trillion over five years, $5.3 trillion
more than compared to the level on January
20, 2009;

Whereas Congressional Republicans pro-
duced an alternative budget proposal for FY
2010 which spends $4.8 trillion less than the
Congressional Democrats’ budget over 10
years;

Whereas the Republican Study Committee
produced an alternative budget proposal for
FY 2010 which improves the budget outlook
in every single year, balances the budget by
FY 2019, and cuts the national debt by more
than $6 trillion compared to the President”s
budget;

Whereas on April 20, 2009, attempting to re-
spond to public criticism, the President con-
vened the first cabinet meeting of his Ad-
ministration and challenged his cabinet to
cut a collective $100 million in the next 90
days;

Whereas the challenge to cut a collective
$100 million represents just 1/40,000 of the
Federal budget;

Whereas on June 16, 2009, total outstanding
Troubled Asset Relief Program, or TARP,
funds to banks stood at $197.6 billion;

Whereas on June 16, 2009, total outstanding
TARP funds to AIG stood at $69.8 billion;

Whereas on June 16, 2009, total outstanding
TARP funds to domestic automotive manu-
facturers and their finance units stood at $80
billion;

Whereas on June 19, 2009, the outstanding
public debt of the United States was $11.409
trillion;

Whereas on June 19, 2009, each citizen’s
share of the outstanding public debt of the
United States came to $37,236.88;

Whereas according to a New York Times/
CBS News survey, three-fifths of Americans
(60 percent) do not think the President has
developed a clear plan for dealing with the
current budget deficit (New York Times/CBS
News, Conducted June 12-16, 2009, Survey of
895 Adults Nationwide);

Whereas the best means to develop a clear
plan for dealing with runaway Federal spend-
ing is a real commitment to fiscal restraint
and an open and transparent appropriations
process in the House of Representatives;
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Whereas before assuming control of the
House of Representatives in January 2007,
Congressional Democrats were committed to
an open and transparent appropriations proc-
ess;

Whereas according to a document by Con-
gressional Democrats entitled ‘‘Democratic
Declaration: Honest Leadership and Open
Government,” page 2 states, “‘Our goal is to
restore accountability, honesty and openness
at all levels of government.’’;

Whereas according to a document by Con-
gressional Democrats entitled ‘“A New Direc-
tion for America,” page 29 states, ‘‘Bills
should generally come to the floor under a
procedure that allows open, full, and fair de-
bate consisting of a full amendment process
that grants the Minority the right to offer
its alternatives, including a substitute.’’;

Whereas on November 21, 2006, The San
Francisco Chronicle reported, ‘‘Speaker
Pelosi pledged to restore ‘minority rights’ —
including the right of Republicans to offer
amendments to bills on the floor . .. The
principle of civility and respect for minority
participation in this House is something that
we promised the American people, she said.
‘It’s the right thing to do.”” (‘‘Pelosi’s All
Smiles through a Rough House Transition,”
The San Francisco Chronicle, November 21,
2006);

Whereas on December 6, 2006, Speaker
Nancy Pelosi stated, “‘[We] promised the
American people that we would have the
most honest and open government and we
will.”’;

Whereas on December 17, 2006, The Wash-
ington Post reported, ‘‘After a decade of bit-
ter partisanship that has all but crippled ef-
forts to deal with major national problems,
Pelosi is determined to try to return the
House to what it was in an earlier era -
‘where you debated ideas and listened to
each others arguments.”” (‘‘Pelosi’s House
Diplomacy,” The Washington Post, Decem-
ber 17, 2006);

Whereas on December 5, 2006, Majority
Leader Steny Hoyer stated, ‘“‘We intend to
have a Rules Committee . . . that gives op-
position voices and alternative proposals the
ability to be heard and considered on the
floor of the House.” (‘“‘Hoyer Says Dems’
Plans Unruffled by Approps Logjam,”
CongressDaily PM, December 5, 2006);

Whereas during debate on June 14, 2005, in
the Congressional Record on page H4410,
Chairwoman Louise M. Slaughter of the
House Rules Committee stated, ‘‘If we want
to foster democracy in this body, we should
take the time and thoughtfulness to debate
all major legislation under an open rule, not
just appropriations bills, which are already
restricted. An open process should be the
norm and not the exception.’’;

Whereas since January 2007, there has been
a failure to commit to an open and trans-
parent process in the House of Representa-
tives;

Whereas more bills were considered under
closed rules, 64 total, in the 110th Congress
under Democratic control, than in the pre-
vious Congress, 49, under Republican control;

Whereas fewer bills were considered under
open rules, 10 total, in the 110th Congress
under Democratic control, than in the pre-
vious Congress, 22, under Republican control;

Whereas fewer amendments were allowed
per bill, 7.68, in the 110th Congress under
Democratic control, than in the previous
Congress, 9.22, under Republican control;

Whereas the failure to commit to an open
and transparent process in order to develop a
clear plan for dealing with runaway Federal
spending reached its pinnacle in the House’s
handling of H.R. 2847, the Commerce, Jus-
tice, Science, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2010;
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Whereas H.R. 2847, the Commerce, Justice,
Science, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2010 contains $64.4 billion in dis-
cretionary spending, 11.6 percent more than
enacted in FY 2009;

Whereas on June 11, 2009, the House Rules
Committee issued an announcement stating
that amendments for H.R. 2847, the Com-
merce, Justice, Science, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 2010 must be pre-
printed in the Congressional Record by the
close of business on June 15, 2009;

Whereas both Republicans and Democrats
filed 127 amendments in the Congressional
Record for consideration on the House floor;

Whereas on June 15, 2009, the House Rules
Committee reported H. Res. 544, a rule with
a pre-printing requirement and unlimited
pro forma amendments for purposes of de-
bate;

Whereas on June 16, 2009, the House pro-
ceeded with one hour of general debate, or
one minute to vet each $1.07 billion in H.R.
2847, in the Committee of the Whole;

Whereas after one hour of general debate
the House proceeded with amendment de-
bate;

Whereas after just 22 minutes of amend-
ment debate, or one minute to vet each $3.02
billion in H.R. 2847, a motion that the Com-
mittee rise was offered by Congressional
Democrats;

Whereas the House agreed on a motion
that the Committee rise by a recorded vote
of 179 Ayes to 124 Noes, with all votes in the
affirmative being cast by Democrats;

Whereas afterwards, the House Rules Com-
mittee convened a special, untelevised meet-
ing to dispense with further proceedings on
H.R. 2847, the Commerce, Justice, Science,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2010;

Whereas on June 17, 2009, the House Rules
Committee reported H. Res. 552, a new and
restrictive structured rule for H.R. 2847, the
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010;

Whereas every House Republican and 27
House Democrats voted against agreeing on
H. Res. 552;

Whereas H. Res. 552 made in order just 23
amendments, with a possibility for 10 more
amendments, out of the 127 amendments
originally filed;

Whereas H. Res. 552 severely curtailed pro
forma amendments for the purposes of de-
bate;

Whereas the actions of Congressional
Democrats to curtail debate and the number
of amendments offered to H.R. 2847, the Com-
merce, Justice, Science, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 2010 effectively
ended the process to deal with runaway Fed-
eral spending in a positive and responsible
manner;

Whereas Congressional Democrats con-
tinue to curtail debate and the number of
amendments offered to appropriations bills;

Whereas on June 18, 2009, the House Rules
Committee reported H. Res. 559, a restrictive
structured rule for H.R. 2918, the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 2010;

Whereas H. Res. 559 made in order just one
amendment out of the 20 amendments origi-
nally filed;

Whereas on June 23, 2009, the House Rules
Committee reported H. Res. 573, a restrictive
structured rule for H.R. 2892, the Department
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act,
2010;

Whereas H. Res. 573 made in order just 9
amendments, with a possibility for 5 more
amendments, out of the 91 amendments
originally filed;

Whereas on June 24, 2009, the House Rules
Committee reported H. Res. 578, a restrictive
structured rule for H.R. 2996, the Department
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of the Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010;

Whereas H. Res. 578 made in order just 8
amendments, with a possibility for 5 more
amendments, out of the 105 amendments
originally filed; and

Whereas the actions taken have resulted in
indignity being visited upon the House of
Representatives: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That—

(1) the House of Representatives recommit
itself to fiscal restraint and develop a clear
plan for dealing with runaway Federal spend-
ng;

(2) the House of Representatives return to
its best traditions of an open and trans-
parent appropriations process without a pre-
printing requirement; and

(3) the House Rules Committee shall report
out open rules for all general appropriations
bills throughout the remainder of the 111th
Congress.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
rule IX, a resolution offered from the
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as
a question of the privileges of the
House has immediate precedence only
at a time designated by the Chair with-
in 2 legislative days after the resolu-
tion is properly noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Georgia will appear in the
RECORD at this point.

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at the time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2997, AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 609 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 609

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2997) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2010, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived except
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Appropriations. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. Points of order against pro-
visions in the bill for failure to comply with
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. Notwith-
standing clause 11 of rule XVIII, except as
provided in section 2, no amendment shall be
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in order except: (1) the amendment printed
in part A of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution; (2) the
amendments printed in part B of the report
of the Committee on Rules; (3) not to exceed
one of the amendments printed in part C of
the report of the Committee on Rules if of-
fered by Representative Campbell of Cali-
fornia or his designee; (4) not to exceed three
of the amendments printed in part D of the
report of the Committee on Rules if offered
by Representative Flake of Arizona or his
designee; and (5) not to exceed one of the
amendments printed in part E of the report
of the Committee on Rules if offered by Rep-
resentative Hensarling of Texas or his des-
ignee. Each such amendment may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for 10 minutes equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived except
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI
and except that an amendment printed in
part B through E of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules may be offered only at the
appropriate point in the reading. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. In the case
of sundry amendments reported from the
Committee, the question of their adoption
shall be put to the House en gros and with-
out division of the question. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. After consideration of the bill for
amendment, the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appropriations
or their designees each may offer one pro
forma amendment to the bill for the purpose
of debate, which shall be controlled by the
proponent.

SEC. 3. The Chair may entertain a motion
that the Committee rise only if offered by
the chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or his designee. The Chair may not en-
tertain a motion to strike out the enacting
words of the bill (as described in clause 9 of
rule XVIII).

SEC. 4. During consideration of H.R. 2997,
the Chair may reduce to two minutes the
minimum time for electronic voting under
clause 6 of rule XVIII and clauses 8 and 9 of
rule XX.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I raise a
point of order against H. Res. 609 be-
cause the resolution violates section
426(a) of the Congressional Budget Act.
The resolution contains a waiver of all
points of order against consideration of
the bill, which includes a waiver of sec-
tion 425 of the Congressional Budget
Act, which causes a violation of section
426(a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona makes a point of
order that the resolution violates sec-
tion 426(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974. The gentleman has met the
threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the resolution on
which the point of order is predicated.
Such a point of order shall be disposed
of by the question of consideration.

The gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
FLAKE) and a Member opposed, the gen-
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tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), each will control 10 min-
utes of debate on the question of con-
sideration.

After the debate the Chair will put
the question of consideration, to wit:
Will the House now consider the resolu-
tion?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.
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Mr. FLAKE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. Speaker, I raise this point of
order not necessarily out of concern for
unfunded mandates, although there are
likely some in here. I raise a point of
order because it’s the only vehicle
we’ve got to actually talk about this
rule and this bill and how we are being
denied the ability to actually offer the
amendments that we would like to, to
illuminate what’s actually in this bill
and how this is a break again from the
hallmark and tradition of this House,
which is to allow open debate on appro-
priation bills.

We’ve heard a lot about the sweeping
reforms, particularly on earmarks,
since 2007. Some of these reforms are
good. Some of them—like requiring
Members to put their names next to
earmarks, requiring them to sign a cer-
tification letter that they have no fi-
nancial interest in the earmark—are
good reforms. They are reforms that
many of us in this body have wanted
for a long time. But we haven’t drained
the swamp. All we’ve done is we now
know the depth of the mud that we're
wading in, and we’re simply not able to
hold those accountable who should be
held accountable. We have the trans-
parency that we need, some of it, most
of it; but with that transparency
should come accountability. When
you’re denied the ability to offer
amendments on the floor or are re-
stricted in the number that you can
offer, then you aren’t able to use that
transparency to any good effect.

In fiscal year 2007 during the appro-
priations process, I was able to offer 40
earmark limitation amendments.
These were bipartisan, including eight
to the Agriculture appropriations bill.
In fiscal year 2008 I offered nearly 50 bi-
partisan amendments, including five to
the Ag appropriations bill. Now last
yvear only one appropriations bill even
moved through the House under reg-
ular order, the Military Construction-
VA appropriations bill. This bill was
jammed together with a so-called mini-
bus with the Homeland Security bill
and the Defense bill. This came to the
House under a closed rule. There were
no amendments allowed at all. The re-
maining bills were jammed into a
must-pass omnibus bill earlier this
year. Only a handful of those were even
reported out of committee. That meant
that there were over 7,000 earmarks
worth more than $8 billion air-dropped
into this bill and not one limitation
amendment, not one striking amend-
ment, really not any amendments of
any kind were even allowed on that
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bill. So we went through a whole year
basically with virtually no amend-
ments offered at all where these bills,
these appropriations bills weren’t even
vetted.

So now we come to this year, and
we’re told we’re going to get back to
regular order, we’re going to move ap-
propriations bills one at a time and
give Members the opportunity to offer
limitation amendments. And what do
we do? We close them down. The Rules
Committee says, Okay, you’ve offered
12 amendments, maybe you can offer
three of those amendments—you
choose—on the floor. That’s not real
accountability. That’s not the tradi-
tion of this House. That’s not an open
rule.

And when you see things like this—
this is in Roll Call today—The Justice
Department this week filed criminal
charges against a defense contractor
who has received millions of dollars
worth of earmarks. Today’s Roll Call.
Today’s Hill—Kickback charges
against a defense contractor are put-
ting people in this body, organizations
here, in a hard position on whether to
return campaign contributions back to
the contractor charged with accepting
kickbacks in return for earmarked dol-
lars. And yet we’re going to be consid-
ering the Defense appropriation bill
later this month that will contain
probably more than 1,000 earmarks
from this body, most of them earmarks
to for-profit companies, most of which
will have executives who turn around
and make campaign contributions to
the Members who secured the earmarks
for them.

Yet I would submit that the purpose
of what we’re going through now
through these appropriation bills is to
basically ready this body for the De-
fense appropriation bill, where people
will be used to not offering amend-
ments. Then where we would be able to
illuminate a little bit on the floor at
least where these earmarks are going,
is it proper for this earmark to go to a
for-profit company whose executives
turn around and make campaign con-
tributions to the Member who secured
that earmark for them? Basically
Members getting earmarks for their
campaign contributors. Instead of
being able to stand up and illuminate
that, we’ll likely be restricted to one
or two amendments, or maybe none.
That’s what we’re going through right
now, and that’s what it’s going to lead
to.

Now people say that nobody pays at-
tention to process outside of this body
or outside of this town. That’s largely
true. It’s tough to score political
points saying, The majority party sim-
ply won’t allow amendments offered on
the floor. People typically don’t pay
attention to bad process. But bad proc-
ess always begets bad results or bad
policy. We learned it on this side. When
you hold a vote open for 3 hours—like
we did the prescription drug bill vote—
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and twist arms, you get a bad result.
We added about $11 trillion in unfunded
liabilities for future generations. We
had several of those, which I think on
this side we’re probably not proud of.
But I can tell you, we always held ap-
propriation bills up, though, and al-
lowed open rules and allowed Members
to offer amendments even though it
might have been uncomfortable for
Members to hear what was being
brought to the floor. A departure from
that means that we’re going to have
bad results. We’ve seen that in the last
year or so. When we’ve restricted the
ability of Members to actually offer re-
sults, then we have Justice Depart-
ment investigations because the proper
vetting was not done.

Now I would wish—I think all of us
would wish—that some vetting would
be done in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, but sadly it hasn’t been done.
The chairman of the committee has
said many times that they simply
don’t have the time nor the resources
to vet all of these earmark requests,
and I believe them. But if that is the
case, the answer isn’t to shut the proc-
ess down. The answer is, don’t bring
the bill to the floor with so many ear-
marks in it. But here instead of doing
that, we’re saying, ‘‘All right, we can’t
vet these earmarks, so we're simply
going to close our eyes and pretend
that these earmarks aren’t there and
not allow anybody to tell anybody that
they’re there. Let’s not allow anybody
to come to the floor and offer them.”
That is a bad process which leads to
bad results.

Now make no mistake, as I men-
tioned, what we’re going through now—
I don’t think the majority party or the
minority party is so much concerned
about how many amendments are of-
fered to the Agriculture bill as they are
about setting a precedent for what
might come later with the Defense ap-
propriation bill. Remember, that is the
important one with regard to earmarks
for campaign contributors. If we allow
a process to develop here where we
shield Members and shield earmarks by
not allowing Members to challenge
them on the floor, then we will get
more headlines like this one in the
paper today, headlines that we see over
and over and over again which have led
to investigations by the Justice De-
partment, which have led finally to our
own Ethics Committee, finally, hope-
fully having launched its own inves-
tigation. It is unbelievable to me that
we have this going on on the outside,
and yet we will still go through a proc-
ess where we allow Members of Con-
gress here to earmark for their cam-
paign contributors. And instead of al-
lowing Members to come to the floor
and actually challenge some of those,
we shut down the process so they can’t.
We close the rule so very few earmark
amendments, limitation amendments,
are even allowed.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, just so there’s no confu-
sion, I want to remind my colleagues
that we are dealing with the Agri-
culture appropriations bill and not the
Defense appropriations bill or any
other appropriations bill. This is the
Agriculture appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, technically this point of
order is about whether or not to con-
sider this rule and ultimately the un-
derlying bill. In reality, it’s about try-
ing to block this bill without any op-
portunity for debate and without any
opportunity for an up-or-down vote on
the legislation itself.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill that
we want to consider here is a bill that
provides food and nutrition to some of
the most desperate people in this coun-
try. It’s a bill that will provide much-
needed help to farmers in rural areas
all across this country. This is an im-
portant bill for a number of reasons,
and I think it’s wrong to try to delay
this bill or block this legislation from
coming to the floor. I hope my col-
leagues will vote ‘‘yes’ so that we can
consider this important legislation on
its merits and not stop it on a proce-
dural obstructionist motion.

Those who oppose this bill can vote
against it on final passage. We must
consider this rule, and we must pass
this legislation today. Mr. Speaker, I
have the right to close; but in the end
I will urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”’
to consider the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FLAKE. May I inquire as to the
time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman. I
will talk specifically about the Ag ap-
propriations bill. This bill has hun-
dreds and hundreds of earmarks in it. I
think there are maybe half a dozen
total earmark limitation amendments
that are allowed under this rule. That’s
simply not sufficient, Mr. Speaker.
That’s not sufficient. We should be al-
lowing more. I understand the other
side wants to hide the fact that 64 per-
cent of the earmarks in this legislation
are going to just 25 percent of the body,
that the Appropriations Committee,
which makes up just under 14 percent
of this body, actually comes away with
56 percent of the earmarks.

I understand that those who are in
charge of this legislation don’t want
that to be known, but it’s still not
right to limit the number of amend-
ments that can be offered and to limit
the time. So I would plead to not go
forward with consideration of this bill
under this rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I can
appreciate the tactics that my friends
on the other side of the aisle are em-
ploying right now to try to delay and
obstruct this legislation from moving
forward. But, as I said, this legislation
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is important. It’s important to a lot of
people. The food stamp program is
funded in this bill, WIC, a lot of impor-
tant nutrition programs, plus a lot of
important aid to farmers who are
struggling in this tough economy. This
is an important piece of legislation.

Again, I want to urge my colleagues
to vote ‘“‘yes’” on this motion to con-
sider so we can debate and pass this
important piece of legislation today. I
would urge my colleagues to vote
“yes” and enough of these obstruc-
tionist tactics.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The question is, Will the House now
consider the resolution?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 244, nays

185, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 489]

YEAS—244
Abercrombie Doggett Klein (FL)
Ackerman Donnelly (IN) Kosmas
Adler (NJ) Doyle Kratovil
Altmire Driehaus Kucinich
Andrews Edwards (MD) Langevin
Arcuri Edwards (TX) Larsen (WA)
Baca Ellison Larson (CT)
Baird Ellsworth Lee (CA)
Baldwin Engel Levin
Barrow Eshoo Lewis (GA)
Bean Farr Lipinski
Becerra Fattah Loebsack
Berkley Filner Lofgren, Zoe
Berman Foster Lowey
Berry Frank (MA) Lujan
Bishop (GA) Fudge Lynch
Bishop (NY) Giffords Maffei
Blumenauer Gonzalez Maloney
Boccieri Gordon (TN) Markey (CO)
Boren Grayson Markey (MA)
Boswell Green, Al Marshall
Boucher Green, Gene Massa
Boyd Griffith Matheson
Brady (PA) Grijalva Matsui
Braley (IA) Gutierrez McCarthy (NY)
Brown, Corrine Hall (NY) McCollum
Butterfield Halvorson McDermott
Capps Hare McGovern
Capuano Harman MclIntyre
Cardoza Hastings (FL) McMahon
Carnahan Heinrich McNerney
Carney Herseth Sandlin Meek (FL)
Carson (IN) Higgins Meeks (NY)
Castor (FL) Hill Melancon
Chandler Himes Michaud
Childers Hinchey Miller (NC)
Clarke Hinojosa Miller, George
Clay Hirono Mollohan
Cleaver Hodes Moore (KS)
Clyburn Holden Moore (WI)
Cohen Holt Moran (VA)
Connolly (VA) Honda Murphy (CT)
Conyers Hoyer Murphy, Patrick
Costa Inslee Murtha
Costello Israel Nadler (NY)
Courtney Jackson (IL) Neal (MA)
Crowley Jackson-Lee Oberstar
Cuellar (TX) Obey
Cummings Johnson (GA) Olver
Dahlkemper Johnson, E. B. Ortiz
Davis (AL) Kagen Pallone
Davis (CA) Kanjorski Pascrell
Davis (IL) Kaptur Pastor (AZ)
Davis (TN) Kennedy Payne
DeFazio Kildee Perlmutter
DeGette Kilpatrick (MI) Perriello
Delahunt Kilroy Peters
DeLauro Kind Peterson
Dicks Kirkpatrick (AZ) Pingree (ME)
Dingell Kissell Polis (CO)
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Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Etheridge
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Napolitano

Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

NAYS—185

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
MecCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell

NOT VOTING—3

Sestak
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Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Moran (KS)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes

Nye

Olson

Paul
Paulsen
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Posey

Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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Messrs. CALVERT, MACK, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. EHLERS and Mrs.

EMERSON changed their
kaea‘77 t/O Ain?‘y.’7

Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Ms. CASTOR
of Florida changed their vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
489, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
lady from North Carolina, Dr. Foxx.
All time yielded for consideration of
this rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
insert extraneous materials into the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

House Resolution 609 will allow this
body to consider H.R. 2997, the Fiscal
Year 2010 Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration
and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill that
deserves the support of every single
Member in this body.

The chairwoman, ROSA DELAURO,
Ranking Member JACK KINGSTON, the
subcommittee members and their
staffs worked tirelessly to craft a bill
that provides critical funding for the
needs of rural America, conservation
programs and two areas that are very
important to me, domestic and inter-
national food nutrition.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not perfect.
There are programs that I think should
be funded at higher levels and other
programs that should be reduced. Other
colleagues undoubtedly have different
priorities. But I believe that this bill is
a solid, thoughtful, good compromise.

The FY 2010 Agriculture Appropria-
tions Act makes three major invest-
ments. It protects Americans’ public
health with increases in food safety
and funding for the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. It delivers critical fund-
ing and support for domestic and inter-
national food and nutrition programs,
and it provides important assistance
for rural America by providing funds
for rural development, animal and
plant health, broadband service, and
conservation programs.
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Mr. Speaker, this bill provides $22.9
billion for these critical programs. I
should point out, less than President
Obama’s budget request.

With the economic crisis facing fami-
lies across this Nation, the funding for
rural America is more important today
than ever. The rural development pro-
grams will create real opportunities for
economic growth and development in
small communities throughout our
country. There is funding for rural
housing, investments in rural busi-
nesses, and support for new community
facility infrastructure. The funding for
the Farm Service Agency and agri-
culture research is of vital importance
as our farmers and ranchers continue
to adapt their businesses into the 21st-
century economy.

I particularly want to thank Chair-
woman DELAURO for including critical
funding for the eradication of the

Asian long-horned beetle. This dev-
astating insect has infiltrated my
hometown of Worcester, Massachu-

setts, and surrounding towns. Because
there is no natural predator, the only
way to eradicate the insect is to elimi-
nate the trees where they live. If this
infestation is not stopped, you could
devastate the hard wood forest of New
England. This is an expensive but criti-
cally important endeavor and this bill
provides significant funding for that ef-
fort.

Mr. Speaker, as we have seen over
the past few years, America’s food sup-
ply is simply not as safe as it should
be. We have seen salmonella and E. coli
outbreaks in various parts of this coun-
try. And the continuing importation of
food from around the world means we
need to have a vigilant and dedicated
effort to protect our food supply from
contamination.

This bill provides funding specifically
for the inspection of meat, poultry and
egg products. There is also critical
funding to improve the safety of do-
mestic and imported food and medical
products. These programs alone make
this bill worth supporting, and I com-
mend Chairwoman DELAURO for her
steadfast support of this work.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, and of great
importance to me, are the programs
that provide food and nutrition to mil-
lions of people here at home and
around the world. This bill provides
significant funding for SNAP, formerly
called food stamps; for WIC, the Com-
modity Supplemental Food Program
and International Food Aid, both P.L.
480 title II and the McGovern-Dole
Food for Education and Child Nutrition
program.

I have long believed, Mr. Speaker,
that hunger here at home and around
the world is a political condition, that
we have the resources to end hunger;
but we simply haven’t mustered the po-
litical will to do so. This bill is a major
step forward in that fight to end hun-
ger.

Domestically, this bill fully funds the
Women, Infants and Children, or WIC,
program. This is a vital program that
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provides healthy and nutritious food to
pregnant mothers and their newborn
children. The funding in this bill will
help over 700,000 more women, infants,
and children. That means over 10 mil-
lion people will now be able to partici-
pate in this important program.

The bill also provides funding for the
Commodity Supplemental Food Pro-
gram, something the Bush administra-
tion never thought fit to fund, but
which actually provides nutritious food
to over 500,000 low-income women, in-
fants and children and elderly people
who struggle with high food costs. This
bill also expands the CSFP participa-
tion into six States: Arkansas, Okla-
homa, Delaware, Utah, New Jersey and
Georgia.

The SNAP program, authorized in
the farm bill, is funded through the
FY2010 Agriculture Appropriations bill.
This is one of the most important safe-
ty programs in the country. Low- and
middle-income families who struggle to
put food on their tables are able to
turn to the SNAP program for help.

There are over 36 million people in
this country who go without food dur-
ing the year. Too often, families are
forced to choose between rent, utili-
ties, and food. SNAP allows families to
receive funding so they can buy the
food they normally wouldn’t be able to
afford.

Mr. Speaker, healthy, nutritious food
is a right, not a privilege. The notion
that we should turn our backs on peo-
ple who cannot afford it is
unfathomable. Millions of Americans
needed this help even before the eco-
nomic downturn.

Today, the number of hungry Ameri-
cans will undoubtedly be higher than
last year; and without SNAP, millions
of Americans would go to bed hungry
every day. I am proud of the program,
and I congratulate the Speaker of the
House and Chairwoman DELAURO in
their support for this and other anti-
hunger efforts.

Finally, I am pleased that there is a
significant investment in the Inter-
national Food Aid provisions funded in
this bill. Many of my colleagues may
not know that International Food Aid
is funded in the Agriculture Appropria-
tions bill.

O 1700

But this bill thanks the leadership of
Chairwoman DELAURO, increases fund-
ing for P.L. 480 title II by $464 million
for a total of $1.69 billion.

This bill also increases funding for
the McGovern-Dole program, increas-
ing the total to $199.5 million. Based on
our Nation’s school meal program, the
McGovern-Dole program provides food
to millions of hungry kids at school,
allowing children to receive both food
and an education.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. It
funds the priorities of our Nation and
it deserves our support.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from Massachusetts for
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yielding me this time. While we often
disagree on issues, it is clear that he is
passionate about this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I come before you today
deeply concerned about the closed rule
we have before us. Throughout this ap-
propriations season, the Democrat ma-
jority has taken unprecedented steps
to silence both the minority and their
own Democrat colleagues by offering
all appropriations bills under closed
rules. This has consistently eliminated
the ability of Members to speak up for
how their constituents believe their
money should be spent.

But today marks a record in modern
history. Today, the Democrat majority
has gone even further by surpassing
the number of restrictive rules ever of-
fered during appropriations season in
the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, when Republicans were
in the majority, the most regular ap-
propriations bills considered under a
restrictive rule in any single season
was four in 1997 which was before my
colleague, Mr. DREIER, was the chair-
man. Today, with the addition of this
rule, the Democrat majority has ex-
ceeded that modern record.

After promising the American people
during campaign season that this
would be the most open and honest
Congress in history, Speaker PELOSI
has gone back on her word in the name
of appropriations season by making
this the most closed and restrictive
Congress in history.

Instead of having their ideas heard,
the American people are being silenced
with Speaker PELOSI’s justification
that, We won the election, so we de-
cide.

As my colleagues have expressed dur-
ing the past four appropriations de-
bates this season, bringing appropria-
tions bills to the floor under a closed
rule is unprecedented. It does an injus-
tice to both Republicans and Demo-
crats who want to have the oppor-
tunity to offer amendments and par-
ticipate in debate with their colleagues
over pressing issues of our time.

By choosing to operate in this way,
the majority has cut off the minority
and their own colleagues from having
any input in the legislative process.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no”’ on this rule.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO), the Chair
of the Agriculture Subcommittee.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman and appreciate him
yielding me this time.

I want to say thank you to the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, Mr.
KINGSTON, for his collaboration and
input over the last few months. Our
staffs have worked together effec-
tively, and together we have crafted
what I believe to be a very strong bi-
partisan bill.

In addition, I think this Agriculture-
FDA Appropriations bill is a smarter,
better piece of legislation thanks to
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the hard work of both the sub-
committee and the full committee. We
have looked at many, many different
amendments that have come up over
the course of the process of writing the
bill, and together we have honed it into
some very effective and worthy legisla-
tion.

We have had an open process
throughout the subcommittee and
committee markups. I believe this rule
sets in motion what has been a fair
process. I understand that close to 100
amendments were submitted to the
committee. Clearly, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have had an
opportunity to speak their minds on
these issues and have their amend-
ments considered and made in order.

As it has in recent years, the bill fo-
cuses on several key areas, such as:
protecting public health; bolstering
food nutrition; investing in rural com-
munities; supporting agricultural re-
search; strengthening animal health
and marketing programs; and con-
serving our natural resources.

The bill provides for $22.9 billion in
funding, an 11 percent increase over the
2009 levels, the vast majority of which
went toward three program areas: the
WIC program, FDA, and International
Food Aid. Additionally, in order to
make these important investments and
use the resources available to it wisely,
the bill proposes a number of cuts to-
taling more than $735 million.

We protect the public health by pro-
viding a substantial increase for the
Food and Drug Administration, almost
$373 million, 15 percent above 2009, in
an effort to hire additional inspectors
and conduct more food and medical
products inspection.

In addition, the bill provides over $1
billion for the Food, Safety and Inspec-
tion Service at the USDA.

Conservation. We know that con-
serving our natural resources, cleaner
water, reduced soil erosion and more
wildlife habitat is critical. The bill
makes a significant investment in
USDA’s natural resource conservation
programs by appropriating $980 mil-
lion.

The bill rejects the administration’s
cuts to the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service’s farm bill conserva-
tion programs, including the Wetlands
Reserve Program, the Farm and Ranch
Lands Protection Program, and the
Wildlife Incentives Program.

In addition, the bill restores funding
for other valuable programs, including
the Resource Conservation and Devel-
opment Program, and the Watershed
and Flood Prevention Operations Pro-
gram as well.

With regard to nutrition, to help
those who are hit hardest by the eco-
nomic crisis, the bill provides $681 mil-
lion, a 10 percent increase for WIC, to
serve our Nation’s vulnerable popu-
lations and to support participation of
10.1 million people. The bill also in-
cludes record funding of $180 million
for the Commodity Supplemental Food
Program, or CSFP, and expands assist-
ance to six new States: Arkansas,
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Oklahoma, Delaware, Utah, New Jer-
sey, and Georgia.

International Food Aid. The bill ex-
pands America’s traditional commit-
ment to International Food Aid by pro-
viding an increase of $464 million, a 27
percent increase, to P.L. 480, the
United States’ primary International
Food Aid program. We also provided an
additional $99.5 million to the McGov-
ern-Dole International Food for Edu-
cation and Child Nutrition Program,
doubling that number from 2009.

In terms of rural development, the
bill creates opportunities for growth
and development of the Nation’s small
town economies. It increases funding
for water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture by $73 million. There is $8.7 billion
for housing, $541 million for commu-
nity facilities, and $9.3 billion for the
rural utility programs.

Increased funding for agriculture.
There are significant investments in
agriculture research: $1.2 billion for the
Agricultural Research Service and $1.2
billion for the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education and Extension Serv-
ice. That funding increases the oppor-
tunity for key programs such as the
Hatch Act, Evans-Allen, the new com-
petitive Agriculture and Food Research
Initiative, Smith Lever, the 1890 pro-
grams, and the Veterinary Medical
Services Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman’s time has expired.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 1 minute.

Ms. DELAURO. With the continued
volatility in the futures markets, the
bill provides the administration’s re-
quest for the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission, $160.6 million, $14.6
million over 2009.

Finally, the bill includes language
which has been carried since fiscal year
2008 which prohibits the use of funds in
the bill to establish or implement a
rule allowing the importation of proc-
essed poultry products from China.
When USDA determined that the Chi-
nese food system was ‘‘equivalent’ to
ours, it used a flawed process in mak-
ing that determination and placed
trade considerations above public
health. Recognizing that, as well as the
many problems that have been identi-
fied with the Chinese food safety sys-
tem, it is important that the language
remain in the bill.

In closing, I thank the Rules Com-
mittee for considering this important
bill. I am proud of the work we have
done. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished ranking member of the
Rules Committee, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER).

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Grandfather commu-
nity for yielding me the time, and ap-
preciate her fine service to the Rules
Committee.

Sadly, she is on the minority side
presiding over another very, very sad
day for Democrats and Republicans and
the American people. Mr. Speaker, if
we pass this rule today, we will again
set a record. The record we will be set-
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ting is the largest number of restric-
tive rules for consideration of appro-
priations in the history of the Repub-
lic.

Now, in the past we have had restric-
tive rules that have come about after
an open amendment has begun on the
floor, and the Rules Committee has
taken action. In 1997 it happened on
four occasions, and we ultimately did
in fact put into place restrictive rules.

This is the fifth rule for consider-
ation of an appropriations bill. And so
by virtue of the action that I suspect
this House will take, we have to re-
member that the rights of the Amer-
ican people, not the rights of Repub-
licans, the rights of the American peo-
ple, Democrats and Republicans, all are
being subverted with this process that
is being put into place. In fact, it is a
sad day because by virtue of taking
this action, Mr. Speaker, what is hap-
pening is we are now setting the new
norm. The new norm is a restrictive
process shutting down the rights of
Democrats and Republicans from hav-
ing an opportunity to amend appro-
priations bills.

What I have here is a copy of the
House Rules and Manual. And trag-
ically, tragically as we look at this ap-
propriations process, our colleagues are
going to, 10 or 20 years from now, be
looking at the Rules and Manual and
the moniker ‘‘open rule’” will be little
more than a footnote in the history of
this institution based on the pattern
we have set forward.

I know that is all inside baseball, but
the fact of the matter is it comes down
to the effort being made by the major-
ity to not only shut out Members of
their own party, Republicans, but what
is happening is we are preventing Mem-
bers from having an opportunity to
bring about any kind of reduction in
spending. We know, with what we have
seen under the actions of this Congress,
what has happened, we spend too much,
we tax too much, and we borrow too
much. One of the things that has been
great about the appropriations amend-
ment process in the past has been sim-
ply that Democrats and Republicans
could stand up and offer germane
amendments that could bring about re-
ductions in spending.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOR-
DAN) has consistently gone up to the
House Rules Committee, made an at-
tempt to bring about some kind of op-
portunity for spending reduction. He
has had very few opportunities to do
that. It is denied again in this rule that
is before us.

And so, Mr. Speaker, again it is a
very unfortunate thing that when you
look at the appropriations bills and see
that the bill that we are considering up
in the Rules Committee right now, the
Foreign Operations bill, has a 33 per-
cent increase. The Interior bill, a 17
percent increase. This Agriculture bill
that we are considering the rule on
right now, a nearly 12 percent spending
increase.

Now the American people have sent a
very clear message: They want to make
sure they keep their jobs. They don’t
want to lose their businesses. They
don’t want to lose their homes. And
they were promised by President
Obama that if we passed a $787 billion
stimulus bill, that the unemployment
would not exceed 8 percent. Well, it is
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now 9.5 percent, and so I think the
message may be getting through to
some people who heretofore may have
been supportive of an increase in
spending, that maybe that is not the
best way. And so I think Democrats
and Republicans alike may want to
have an opportunity to bring about
some kind of reduction in these 17 per-
cent increases, the 11 to 12 percent in-
creases, the 33 percent increases, when
they in their family budgets are trying
to hold onto their jobs. And obviously,
if they have lost their jobs or homes,
they are faced with tremendous reduc-
tions in their own personal budgets.

We recognize there is a proper role
for the Federal Government. Spending
needs to take place, but we should not
in any way be continuing down the
road that we are, denying Democrats
and Republicans an opportunity to
bring about even the most modest of
spending cuts.

I think of our friend, Mr. BROUN from
Georgia, who regularly comes before us
to offer a one-half of 1 percent cut in
appropriations spending, and we deny
him through this process, which is now
unprecedented, never been done before
in the 220-year history of the country,
denied an opportunity to do just that.
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And so, again, Mr. Speaker, I hope
very much that we will follow the di-
rection that Ms. FOXX is providing us
in voting ‘‘no’’ on this rule so that we
can come back and have what has been
the tradition up until this process, and
that is an open, free, and fair debate so
that Democrats and Republicans and,
through their elected representatives,
the American people can finally be
heard.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to submit into the
RECORD the Statement of Administra-
tion Policy on this bill in which the
Obama administration strongly sup-
ports this bill.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, July 7, 2009.

(HOUSE RULES)
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

H.R. 2997—AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
AcT, 2010 (REP. OBEY, D-WISCONSIN)

The Administration strongly supports
House passage of H.R. 2997, making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2010.

A strong, vibrant rural America is central
to our country’s future. The bill, as reported
by the committee, makes important invest-
ments in infrastructure so economic progress
does not bypass rural communities. The leg-
islation provides the resources necessary to
keep our food and our medicines safe and re-
liable. It provides critical support for farm-
ers to continue the nation’s leading role in
feeding the world. This legislation also ad-
dresses chronic problems facing Americans,
including poverty and nutrition and housing.
It invests dollars in rural America for the
benefit of all Americans.

In addition, the legislation responds to the
President’s call for investments in programs
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that work while ending programs that do
not. This legislation gives priority to merit-
based funding in critical infrastructure pro-
grams. The Administration urges the Con-
gress to continue to apply high standards to
funding decisions so as to shape fiscally re-
sponsible policies that provide solid returns
on the taxpayers’ investments.

The Administration would like to take this
opportunity to share additional views re-
garding the Committee’s version of the bill.

ADMINISTRATION PRIORITIES

Expand Broadband Access. The Adminis-
tration appreciates the Committee’s support
for the President’s goal of increasing access
to broadband. However, the President’s re-
quest provided an increase in loan funding
which the Committee moves into grants, re-
sulting in a decrease in loan support of $132
million. This reduction will slow expansion
of broadband into rural America.

Rural Revitalization. The FY 2010 Budget
requested an increase of $70 million for rural
revitalization grants. The Administration is
disappointed that the Committee provides
less than $10 million of the requested in-
crease, including no increase for Secondary
and Post-Secondary Education, Institution
Challenge Grants, or the Quality of Life Pro-
gram.

Renewable Energy. The Administration ap-
preciates the support the Committee has
provided to the United States Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Rural Business pro-
grams. However, the Administration urges
the Congress to fund the Rural Energy for
America program at the full requested
amount. This program is necessary in pro-
moting energy efficiency and renewable en-
ergy in rural communities.

Efficiencies and Cost-Saving Proposals.
The Administration appreciates the Commit-
tee’s support for some of the President’s ini-
tiatives to terminate or reduce USDA pro-
grams that have outlived their usefulness,
such as public broadcast grants to help the
digital conversion, or that are duplicative of
other USDA programs, such as high-cost en-
ergy grants. The Administration encourages
the Congress to reconsider other proposals
made by the Administration that would bet-
ter target scarce resources and eliminate du-
plicative programs.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

The Administration is concerned with sec-
tions 723 and 724 of the bill which deal with
food safety issues. The Administration would
like to work with the Congress to address
the issues raised by the Committee in a man-
ner that would protect the Nation’s food sup-
ply and be consistent with our international
obligations.

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES

The Administration is pleased with the
Committee’s support for strengthening nu-
trition assistance programs by including
funding for food banks, community-based
food providers, fully funding WIC, and by
supporting a pilot initiative to help increase
elderly participation in the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

The Administration appreciates that the
Committee provides full funding to begin
modernization of the Farm Service Agency’s
information technology network. Once com-
pleted, the multi-year stabilization and mod-
ernization plan, dubbed ‘“‘MIDAS,” will allow
the agency to provide program benefits in a
more efficient, accurate, and responsive
manner.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT
The Administration appreciates that the

Committee funds the majority of Rural De-
velopment at the President’s requested lev-
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els. However, funding for the Rental Assist-
ance Grants falls $77 million short of the es-
timate needed to renew the expiring rental
assistance contracts expected in FY 2010.
The Administration urges the Congress to
provide the full request of $1.1 billion, which
will continue the support of rents for USDA-
financed properties on behalf of the tenants
who receive subsidized rent.
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION (FDA)

The Administration appreciates that the
Committee provides the request to strength-
en the FDA’s efforts to make food and med-
ical products safer. This funding will allow
FDA to work with domestic and foreign in-
dustry to develop new control measures for
all levels of the supply chain, improve and
increase risk-based inspections, and respond
more effectively with rapid and targeted
product tracing when problems do occur.

CONSTITUTIONAL CONCERNS

Consistent with the Executive Branch’s
long-standing views regarding section 713,
the Administration notes that section 713
raises constitutional concerns under the
Recommendations Clause and should be
eliminated.

I will also point out that the bill that
has been reported by the Appropria-
tions Committee is less in terms of
spending than what the Obama admin-
istration originally requested.

I would also say, and I want to say
this very strongly, that I support the
increases in spending in this bill be-
cause they’re mostly in two areas, food
safety and food security, making sure
that the food that people buy in super-
markets is safe and making sure that
people in this country who are hungry
because of this lousy economic situa-
tion can have enough to eat, can put
food on the table for their families.

We have a terrible situation in this
country where the number of hungry
people is in the tens of millions, and we
can’t just walk away from that. And
my colleague talks about across-the-
board cuts. Across-the-board cuts that
make no sense and don’t discriminate
as to where they’re going to cut means
you’re going to cut programs for food
and nutrition that will literally take
the food out of the mouths of hungry
children. I don’t want to do that.

This is a good bill. It has been
worked on, I think, with great effort by
both Democrats and Republicans, and I
strongly support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
2 minutes to my colleague from Texas
(Mr. CONAWAY).

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gentle-
lady from North Carolina.

It’s interesting that the debate is
about the bill and not the rule itself.
My colleagues on the other side con-
tinue to fail to defend their idea that
we ought to have a closed rule in this
process and that the amendments that
would make this bill better are some-
how trivial and shouldn’t be debated on
this floor. One of those amendments
that I offered would have actually had
an impact on the spending.

My colleague from California talked
about the opportunity to reduce spend-
ing in these bills. The theater, or the
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fiction that is associated with this
process, Mr. Speaker, is that we will
walk through some amendments later
on to reduce spending in this bill.
Should those pass, should 218 of us say
we disagree with the hard work that
the Appropriations Committee has
done and want to reduce that spending,
as we did with the $200,000 bicycle pro-
gram recently at the end of June, that
money still gets spent, Mr. Speaker.
That money goes into the slush fund
that allows the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee to spend it in con-
ference on deals that he wants to do,
on rewards that he wants to make
available to folks who have toed the
line on the other side of the aisle.

The amendment that I would have
proposed would have said that if 218 of
us come to this floor and disagree with
a particular provision in the bill that
the Appropriations Committee has
done, that money wouldn’t get spent;
that money would actually reduce the
deficit. My colleagues on the other side
are frightful of that issue because
they’re afraid, like on the $200,000 with
the bicycle program, that the will of
this Congress may be that we disagree
with the appropriations process.

The Appropriations Committee does
yeoman’s work. They have a hard job
to do in ferreting out priorities on
spending. It’s a job that I do not aspire
to, but they should just get one bite at
that apple. And my amendment would
have simply said, Appropriations Com-
mittee, do the best work you can, bring
that product to this floor, then allow
the 435 of us, the rest of us who aren’t
on the Appropriations Committee, to
have our say, to have the debate, to
have the conversation about whether
or not something is valid. And then if
218 of us disagree with the priorities
that the appropriations process has set
on this Ag spending, then that money
simply would not be spent, they will
not get a second bite at that apple.

But the Rules Committee, in their in-
finite wisdom, has said no, that’s too
complicated, that’s too hard for this
body to consider. And so, Mr. Speaker,
as a result of that, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this rule be-
cause it is flawed on its face.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The gentleman, my good friend from
Texas, said he wants to talk about
process and procedure, so let’s talk
about process and procedure.

The amendment he brought before
the Rules Committee was a violation of
the House rules. Even under a complete
open rule on the House floor, it would
have been subject to a point of order
because it was legislating on an appro-
priations bill. So you want to talk
about process, we’ll talk about process.
The gentleman’s amendment would
have been not in order under any proc-
ess.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
2 minutes to our colleague from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON).
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(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, we have heard of the problems with
the rule, but that’s not the thing that
really bothers me. What bothers me is
how much money we’re spending.

Since last October, this is what we’ve
spent: $700 billion for TARP; $70.3 bil-
lion for CHIP; $1.16 trillion, that in-
cludes the interest, for the stimulus
bill; $625 billion, which includes inter-
est, for the omnibus bill; $125 billion
for the war supplemental. The Amer-
ican people are struggling right now
because of the economy, and we’re
spending money like it’s going out of
style.

This bill that we’re talking about
right now under this rule is going to
have a $2.4 billion increase over last
year. That’s 12 percent. And if you
compare that to fiscal year 2008, the
budget that the programs under this
bill operated under until passage of the
omnibus in February, it’s $4.8 billion
more, or a 27 percent increase. And
then they’ve also added $7.9 billion of
emergency designated spending during
the current fiscal year. Where in the
world are we going to get this money?

The American people are starting to
realize that there is going to be very
high inflation down the road because
we can’t pay for this stuff, so they’re
printing this money down at the Treas-
ury Department. And when you print
more money and it’s chasing the same
amount of goods and services, you’re
going to have inflation, and it’s going
to be high inflation. We had it in the
early eighties when it was 14 percent,
and they had to raise interest rates to
21 percent to stop the inflationary
trend. And that is what’s going to hap-
pen again if we don’t get control of the
spending.

This is the wrong approach. We need
to cut spending instead of keep blowing
this money.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would now
like to yield 2 minutes to our colleague
from Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the underlying bill contains an unnec-
essary and, I think, counterproductive
provision banning the importation of
poultry from China. The provision has
no food safety basis but puts at risk
American jobs and puts at risk at least
$350 million of American poultry sales
to China that that country will report-
edly block in retaliation.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
KINGSTON) offered an amendment to
strike this dangerous provision, but
the majority refused, unfortunately, to
make it in order. This provision will ef-
fectively close off a huge export mar-
ket for our farmers while leaving un-
changed the amount of poultry we im-
port from China—rzero, by the way—be-
cause of our already strong food safety
protections.

Even America’s poultry industry
doesn’t support this provision. Even
those who would benefit, supposedly,
don’t support this provision. I would
like to submit for the RECORD a letter
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from a wide range of associations op-
posed to this language because of the
impact here on American jobs. The
White House has registered concerns as
well with the provision.

I support science-based oversight of
food safety, but this provision will
backfire. It will hurt American farmers
without any impact on food safety. At
a time when our country is struggling
with the economy, this Congress tak-
ing actions that hurt American jobs
and hurt American farmers is exactly
the wrong way to go. This provision
should be left out of the final bill.

APRIL 30, 2009.
Hon. BARACK OBAMA,
President, United States of America, The White
House, Washington, DC

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to
urge you to oppose any provisions in the an-
nual appropriations bills that may be incon-
sistent with our trade obligations under the
provisions of World Trade Organization
(WTO) agreements. In particular, we urge
your Administration to actively oppose a
provision that would bar implementation of
a U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS)
regulation governing the importation of
cooked poultry products from China. We re-
spectfully request that your Administration
work with Congress to amend the Omnibus
Appropriations Act of 2009 to eliminate the
current application of this provision and to
help prevent its inclusion in future Appro-
priations measures.

We agree that the U.S. Government must
effectively regulate the safety and quality of
food products sold in this country. However,
to maintain the effectiveness and integrity
of the food safety system, such regulations
must be based on sound science and an ap-
propriate risk assessment. Laws and regula-
tions must also be crafted such that the U.S.
does not ignore its international trade obli-
gations—obligations that the U.S. Govern-
ment has helped to develop and in particular,
to prevent other countries from adopting
protectionist, non-science based measures
against U.S. food and agriculture exports
under the guise of food safety. At a time
when U.S. producers are seeking to sell their
goods and services abroad during a difficult
global economic crisis, it is vital that we up-
hold our trade obligations, lest we find ac-
cess to vital overseas markets cut off to
American products.

Section 727 of the Omnibus Appropriations
Act of 2009 forbids funds from being used to
‘“‘establish or implement a rule allowing
poultry products to be imported into the
U.S. from the People’s Republic of China.”’
Similar provisions have been included in an-
nual appropriations since FSIS issued a final
rule on cooked chicken imports from China
in 2006 and another prohibition is to be pro-
posed for the bill for Fiscal Year 2010.

Section 727 and its predecessors effectively
bar FSIS from conducting a necessary and
appropriate risk assessment on whether im-
ports of cooked chicken from China pose any
risk to American consumers. Because the
provision specifically targets imports from
only one country, it conflicts with the U.S.
obligation to treat trading partners equally.
Indeed, the People’s Republic of China has
already filed a dispute settlement case
against the U.S. at the WTO on this matter.

If there are concerns about the safety of
cooked chicken imports from China—and we
should note that this includes poultry that
originates in the U.S.—they should be ad-
dressed through sound science in the regu-
latory channels, not through ad hoc legisla-
tion or appropriations bills. Section 727,
however, precludes scientific analysis from
being conducted, therefore adversely affect-
ing U.S. credibility and potentially hin-
dering U.S. market access overseas.
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If the U.S. cannot uphold the basic rules of
international trade, our trading partners
may take similar actions against U.S. ex-
ports, which will ultimately harm American
workers, farmers, businesses and the U.S.
economy as a whole.

Respectfully,

Advanced Medical Technology Associa-
tion, Agri Beef Company, AJC Inter-
national, Incorporated, American Farm
Bureau Federation, American Meat In-
stitute, Animal Health Institute, But-
terball, LLC, Cargill, Incorporated,
DGM Commodities, Corporation, Ed-
wards Lifesciences, Elanco, Emergency
Committee for American Trade,
Fieldale Farms Corporation, Grocery
Manufacturers Association, Grove
Services, Incorporated, Hormel Foods
Corporation,

Interra International, Incorporated, JBS
S.A., Keystone Foods, LLC, Kraft
Foods, Incorporated, Maritime Prod-
ucts International, Mar-Jac Poultry,
Incorporated, MetaFoods, LLC, Michi-
gan Corn Growers Association, Mon-
santo Company, National Cattlemen’s
Beef Association, National Chicken
Council, National Fisheries Institute,
National Foreign Trade Council, Na-
tional Meat Association, National Pork
Producers Council, National Retail
Federation.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now would
like to yield 4 minutes to our colleague
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina. I'm sorry
for throwing you off a minute ago. I
certainly appreciate the time.

I speak against this rule, Mr. Speak-
er, simply because it’s a closed rule.
You know, we come here, 435 Members
representing 300 million people all
across the United States of America
with different ideas, and we are about
to vote on a $123.8 billion bill in which
these 435 Members of Congress have dif-
ferent ideas of how to change it.

Now, you know the expression, you’re
dressed up with no place to go. That’s
what it’s like being on the Appropria-
tions Committee. Maybe even rehears-
ing for a dance, and when you get to
the dance, you find out you’re not even

allowed to dance. Well, that’s what
happens.
Ms. DELAURO and I worked very

closely over the last several months—
and, indeed, over the last several
years—working on agriculture issues.
We have some sincere agreements, sin-
cere disagreements, but we always
have a dialogue going.

But now here, as we are in maybe not
the home stretch, but at least the half-
way point, we find out that the minor-
ity Members really can’t participate
today except for in a very narrowly fo-
cused gag rule. We submitted 90 amend-
ments—we, Democrats and Repub-
licans—in an effort to improve this
bill, and of those, I believe 12 have been
agreed upon. And of those, four are
noncontroversial and five of them are a
little bit superficial, if not routine.

I am just so disappointed in the fact
that we can’t get back to regular order.
We have quoted DAVID OBEY, the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
many times on the House floor and his
words to the effect that when he was in
the minority, how disappointed he was.
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And he pointed out that when we lose
the rights of the minority, we lose the
right to be called the greatest delibera-
tive body left in the world.

We had a good debate in the Rules
Committee, and I thank my friend, Mr.
MCGOVERN, for facilitating that debate
last night. And I don’t believe that the
Rules Committee made the final deci-
sion. I think the final decision was
made down the hall by some staffers. I
just believe that this really tight-
lipped, ironclad straitjacket on debate
is bad for the system, as Mr. OBEY la-
mented in 2006.

You know, there is a great line from
“Fiddler on the Roof.”” The star of it, I
think his name is Tevye—I'm not sure,
but I know these are the words. And he
said in the song, “If I Were a Rich
Man,” ‘“Lord who made the lion and
the lamb, you decreed I should be what
I am. Would it spoil some vast eternal
plan, if I were a wealthy man?”’

And so my question to my friends on
the Rules Committee is, would it really
spoil some vast eternal plan if you had
an open rule? And you know the answer
is certainly not. And you know that
when we were in charge for 12 years, we
had open rules—7 out of 12 years we
had open rules on every single appro-
priations bill except for Legislative
Branch. And as respects the Ag bill, we
only had 1 year that we had a modified
closed rule, and that was after 16 hours
of debate.

So what is the vast eternal plan that
we would spoil if we were allowed, in a
representative democracy, an open
rule? What would really happen? Is it
that the philosophies of the majority
are so fragile that they are like a card
house, that if a Republican sneezed in
the form of an amendment the whole
thing would tumble down and the
Pelosi empire would come crashing to
the floor and be exposed for some bad
and evil thing? I don’t believe that’s
the case.

I think, frankly, that this body would
do well with open rules and more de-
bates. And I think it would foster a
spirit of bipartisanship, because I think
what we would find out is what most
legislative bodies find out in State leg-
islatures, that you’ve got good ideas
from Republicans and good ideas from
Democrats.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. I yield the gentleman 1
minute.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentle-
woman.

If you think about it, Mr. Speaker,
some of the good ideas of Democrats
melding—cross-pollination now—with
good ideas of Republicans and good
ideas of Independents, I think that
would be a very healthy thing. And
then this bill would go out of this
Chamber to the other body, which we
know has no good ideas whatsoever—
just joking there. A little levity on the
House floor is okay.

The point is we could get together as
Democrats and Republicans on the

The
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House floor and then go debate the
Senate, and maybe our ideas would pre-
vail. And those ideas wouldn’t nec-
essarily be branded as Democrat or Re-
publican, but they would be branded as
American ideas, and they would be of a
representative democracy.

So I hope we will vote this rule down
and send it back to the Rules Com-
mittee, and then we will challenge that
vast eternal plan—maybe not the one
of the Democrat Party, but maybe the
one of our forefathers—that envisioned
open debate in an open society as an
underpinning of democracy.

0 1730

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much,
Mr. MCGOVERN, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule and in support of the underlying
bill.

I wasn’t going to speak on it, but it
just gets bothersome sometimes to see
how much time we spend on debating a
rule. I mean, this process is very open.
There’s no other process in the world
that is as open as the process inside
Congress. And to say that you’re de-
nied access to the hearings that set up
the bill, to the markups, all of these
things are very open.

I served for 13 years in the California
legislature, a full-time professional
legislature. We didn’t have rules for
each debate that we were going to con-
duct on the floor. So in all the years I
have served in Congress, I have never
been asked how did you vote on a rule
or was the rule an open rule or a closed
rule or whatever. These are pretty eso-
teric terms of inside Congress. And to
suggest that that process is denying
people access to a process to make a
law and decide how to spend money on
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and the Food and Drug Administration,
I think, is an exercise in a little bit of
futility.

The substance underlying here is
very good. It’s about how we spend the
money, taxpayers’ money, on these
agencies that are responsible for over-
seeing our food safety, for overseeing
the incredible array of agriculture that
we have in this country unlike any
other country in the world. The diver-
sity is incredible. Just the county I
represent grows 85 different crops. I
don’t think there’s another county in
the United States or the world that
grows 85 different crops, $3 billion in
sales. So all fresh fruit and vegetables,
things that you’re eating in your salad
today, a lot of it harvested by immi-
grants. It’s an amazing thing because
the Department of Agriculture also
does the rural infrastructure, rural
electric, rural water, rural farm work,
farm worker housing and things like
that, kind of the essence of a culture of
a rural community. Broadband commu-
nication systems.

We have a very competent chair-
woman, and she has brought a great
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bill to the floor, and I ask that you
support the rule.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the majority
party, because they bring bills to the
floor, amendments to the floor at 3
a.m. and Members have no time to read
the bills, have effectively taken away
the opportunity to read bills before we
vote on them. And now to suggest that
it’s a waste of time to debate the bill is
really taking this, I think, to an ex-
treme. So I certainly hope that that
idea doesn’t catch on along with the
idea of not letting people read the bills
before they vote on them.

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to
yield 2 minutes to my colleague from
New York (Mr. LEE).

Mr. LEE of New York. I want to
thank my friend for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule
for H.R. 2997.

Over the last year, the rapid decline
in the price of milk has had a dev-
astating impact on family farms in my
district and throughout the Northeast
region. This year farmers have re-
ported receiving less than $11 per hun-
dredweight for their milk, which is less
than the $17.50 per hundredweight it
costs to produce it. This gap is a killer
for our dairy farmers and will lead to
huge job losses in my region.

Dairy farmers in Livingston County,
New York, are projected to lose more
than $23 million this year. In Wyoming
County, New York, losses are projected
at $28 million. And in Genesee County,
over $60 million.

I cannot emphasize enough how im-
portant dairy is to the western New
York region. It is the Nation’s third
largest dairy State, generating over $2
billion in milk sales annually. More
than 145,000 jobs in transporting, proc-
essing, and marketing milk are di-
rectly attributable to the region’s
dairy industry.

That is why I offered two common-
sense proposals to help our struggling
dairy farmers, including one to en-
hance the Milk Income Loss Contract
program and another to raise the dairy
product support price. This would help
ensure our struggling dairy farmers
can remain viable in these tough eco-
nomic times.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that my amend-
ments were not accepted. Our failure to
act is reckless. Our dairy farmers are
running out of time.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
the rule so we can give this crisis the
attention it deserves.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to respond to the gentleman
from New York’s comments. I realize
that he’s new, but the fact is that both
of his amendments would have been a
violation of the House rules even under
an open rule. The gentleman was legis-
lating on an appropriations bill. There
are other ways for him to get his point
across.

I share his concerns on the dairy
issue. I come from a New England
State. But the fact of the matter is
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that even under an open rule, his
amendments would have been ruled out
of order because they’re legislating on
an appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague from New York for
raising the issue of the plight of dairy
farmers in particular. All across my
district, we see farmers of all types
going out of business, but particularly
hard hit are the dairy farmers. And
there is no tougher type of farming
than dairy farming in this country. My
husband and I have done a lot of farm-
ing in our lives. We’ve never had a lot
of cows, but we both grew up milking
cows. And believe me, that is the
toughest work in the world. You’ve got
to be there every day, all day, and
these folks are really struggling to
stay in business. And the sad part
about it is that with the cap-and-tax
bill that passed last week and so many
of the other policies of this administra-
tion and this Congress, we are going
headlong into putting a lot of our
farmers out of business, particularly
the dairy farmers.

Again, the implication here is that
we ought not to be spending a lot of
time talking about the problems that
we’re facing in this country and that
agriculture is facing, that all of our
citizens are facing. But the Democrats
in charge want to limit what ideas can
be debated on the floor and what con-
stituents can be represented in this
House.

Our constituents in both Republican
districts and Democrat districts are
struggling to make ends meet, are fac-
ing unemployment, and yet are being
shut out of participating in a debate
over how their hard-earned taxpayer
dollars are being borrowed and spent
by the Federal Government.

It is a mystery as to why the major-
ity is blocking debate on such impor-
tant legislation. What are they afraid
of? Are they protecting their Members
from tough votes? Are they afraid of
the democratic process? It’s hard to
know why they’re doing it.

The Speaker has gone back on her
word about making this the most open
process in the world. Is she afraid that
the American people will disagree with
her? Is she keeping other Democrats
from having to make tough decisions
on difficult votes? Is she afraid of the
very principles upon which our country
is founded? We are very concerned,
again, with the direction in which this
Congress is going as far as the rules are
concerned.

During the Independence Day break,
I was at home. I went to a lot of func-
tions. I spoke to my constituents. I
spoke to hundreds of them. They told
me over and over and over again how
concerned they are about the direction
this country is going. They used the
word ‘‘frightened’ over and over again.
I talked to my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, and they say they are
hearing the very same things from

their constituents at home. They are
concerned about the amount of money
that’s being spent by this Congress, the
policies that this administration is
taking, and the direction in which they
are moving.

We know that the Democrats have
proposed spending $1.89 trillion of
American taxpayer money for discre-
tionary government programs in the
2010 fiscal year. When all appropriation
spending is combined, the Democrats
have increased nondefense, nonveteran
discretionary spending by 85 percent
over the last 2 fiscal years. With mil-
lions of jobs lost since the passage of
the stimulus, the President said this
morning ‘‘there is nothing we would
have done differently concerning the
$787 billion spending bill.”

But that spending bill, which is real-
ly a trillion-dollar spending bill be-
cause of the cost of the bill, isn’t cre-
ating the jobs Democrats promised.
Even the Vice President said over the
weekend this regarding the bill’s poor
returns: ‘“The truth is we and everyone
else misread the economy.”

Well, no, not everyone else did that
because Republicans all voted against
the stimulus bill. You aren’t going to
hang that around our necks, Mr. Vice
President.

House Democrats now want to spend
another trillion dollars on a govern-
ment-run health care bill after they
have just crammed through a national
energy tax.

At the same time, House Republicans
are being denied the opportunity to
offer cost-cutting amendments to save
taxpayer money. Many Republican pro-
posals could save billions in wasteful
government spending and better
prioritize how Washington spends tax-
payer funds. But these ideas are being
shut down. This is not the way to oper-
ate the greatest deliberative body in
the world.

I am going again to suggest to my
colleagues that they vote ‘“‘no’ on this
rule because this is not the way we
should be going.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 35, nays 368,
not voting 29, as follows:
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Bartlett
Boehner
Broun (GA)
Campbell
Chaffetz
Clay
Coffman (CO)
Connolly (VA)
Flake

Foxx
Garrett (NJ)
Gutierrez

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
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[Roll No. 490]

YEAS—35

Halvorson
Hensarling
Inglis
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
King (IA)
Kingston
Lamborn
Marchant
McHenry
Miller, Gary
Olson

NAYS—368

Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)

Paul

Pence

Price (GA)
Rangel
Shadegg
Shimkus
Taylor
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Westmoreland
Young (AK)

Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (NY)
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
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Moore (KS) Reichert Smith (NJ)
Moore (WI) Reyes Smith (TX)
Moran (KS) Richardson Smith (WA)
Murphy (CT) Rodriguez Snyder
Murphy (NY) Roe (TN) Space
Murphy, Patrick Rogers (AL) Spratt
Murphy, Tim Rogers (KY) Stark
Murtha Rogers (MI) Stupak
Myrick Rohrabacher Tanner
Nadler (NY) Rooney Teague
Napolitano Ros-Lehtinen Terry
Neal (MA) Roskam Thompson (CA)
Neugebauer Ross Thompson (MS)
Nunes Rothman (NJ) Thompson (PA)
Nye Roybal-Allard Tiberi
Oberstar Royce Tierney
Obey Ruppersberger Titus
Olver Ryan (WI) Tonko
Ortiz Salazar Towns
Pallone Sanchez, Loretta Tsongas
Pascrell Sarbanes Turner
Pastor (AZ) Scalise Upton
Paulsen Schakowsky Van Hollen
Payne Schauer Velazquez
Perlmutter Schiff Visclosky
Perriello Schmidt Walden
Peters Schrader Walz
Peterson Schwartz Wamp
Petri Scott (GA) Waters
Pingree (ME) Scott (VA) Watson
Pitts Sensenbrenner Waxman
Platts Serrano Welch
Poe (TX) Sessions Wexler
Polis (CO) Shea-Porter Whitfield
Pomeroy Sherman Wilson (OH)
Posey Shuler Wilson (SC)
Price (NC) Shuster Wittman
Putnam Simpson Wolf
Quigley Sires Woolsey
Radanovich Skelton Wu
Rahall Slaughter Yarmuth
Rehberg Smith (NE) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—29
Ackerman Fudge Souder
Andrews Gohmert Speier
Barton (TX) Granger Stearns
Bean Hinojosa Sullivan
Bishop (GA) Moran (VA) Sutton
Cassidy Rush Wasserman
Childers Ryan (OH) Schultz
ghaé’l]fgmgs Sanchez, Linda Watt
Doyle Schock Weiner
Franks (AZ) Sestak

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 5 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

O 1805

Messrs. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of
California, TIERNEY, HASTINGS of
Florida, LEE of New York, and
LATHAM changed their vote from
uyean tO unay'n

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

——————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2997, AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
are 17% minutes remaining in debate.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would now
like to yield 2 minutes to my colleague
from Florida (Mr. MICA).

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker and my col-
leagues, I just want to take a couple of
minutes of the House’s attention on
this rule. I'm not a happy camper to-
night because my amendment was not
accepted as part of this rule.
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I have the honor and privilege of rep-
resenting not only suburban and urban
areas in central Florida, but I have
some rural areas. Maybe you have
some rural areas. I asked for a simple
amendment to assist my potato farm-
ers. Now you wouldn’t think in Florida
of potato farming being a big industry;
but in part of my district and rural
area, we had an incredible disaster hit
several months ago. We had 25 to 30
inches of rain over several days, and it
wiped out the potato crop. Have you
ever seen rotten water-sogged pota-
toes? These are rotten water-sogged po-
tatoes.

Now this may not mean a lot to
many of the folks on the Rules Com-
mittee, but we’ve had a custom in the
House of helping Members when they
have a disaster in their district. I had
a disaster in my district. This isn’t af-
fecting me personally. We’re talking
about $45 million not that I even need
appropriated, just that I need a small
adjustment to get to these potato
farmers, who are losing their liveli-
hoods, who are closing down their
farms.

Again, we had a disaster in my dis-
trict. I asked for an amendment—one
of many that were rejected—to give a
little bit of leeway to farmers in cen-
tral Florida who will lose their busi-
nesses, not be able to employ people,
not to be able to have the money to
plant the crops so next year they won’t
be in business. That amendment was
rejected summarily by the Rules Com-
mittee. So I'm not a happy camper.

Now I thought of coming out here
and calling a motion to adjourn after
every bit of business that went on here
in the House. I didn’t do that. I still
may take that option, I'm telling you,
because I have people that don’t have
jobs, don’t have the possibility of con-
tinuing their farm business. I have
asked for a simple change, not more
money—the money’s there—but to al-
locate money through some of the ex-
isting programs so they can get the
money now to put people to work, save
their crops and save the next crop. I
didn’t get that cooperation, so I'm not
a happy camper.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate that the gentleman is
not a happy camper, and my sym-
pathies go to his district for what it’s
going through. But as he knows, this is
an appropriations bill. What he was
doing was attempting to legislate on
an appropriations bill, which would
have been subject to a point of order
under any circumstances. So maybe
the gentleman could work with the ap-
propriate committee to try to resolve
this issue. I surely would be willing to
try to help him. But on this bill his
amendment would have been made out
of order under any circumstance.

I have no further speakers other than
me. I would yield to the gentlelady to
close, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

H7793

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina has 3
minutes remaining.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people know that in these tough
economic times, they should save, not
spend money. However, the Federal
Government does not reflect the com-
mon sense I see throughout my dis-
trict. Instead, the Democrats in charge
continue to borrow more and spend
more, increasing our Federal deficit on
the backs of our children and grand-
children. The bill facing us after this
rule is a 12 percent overall increase in
funding from last year’s bill. The U.S.
national deficit is currently $11.5 tril-
lion. With over 300 million people in
the U.S. today, each citizen’s share of
this debt right now is $37,500. This bill
will increase the deficit even more by
borrowing and spending money we do
not have. The majority can no longer
blame the deficit and economic dif-
ficulties today on the previous admin-
istration. The Democrats in charge
have shown they do not care about the
deficit by continuing to dig America
into a bigger and bigger hole with more
reckless spending. This borrowed
money is all being spent by Speaker
PELOSI, the Obama administration; and
as a result, the unemployment rate
continues to rise, and the deficit con-
tinues to skyrocket. There are 322 ear-
marks tucked into this bill, totaling
$220 million in borrowed money for pet
projects. The bill contains $1.3 billion
in grant funding, awarded solely at the
discretion of the administration.

Mr. Speaker, there is an article today
in Politico that says that we have a
train wreck in this country because of
out-of-control Federal budget deficits.
I would like to include that in the
RECORD today.

I'm going to urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no” on the previous question so I
can amend the rule to allow all Mem-
bers of Congress the opportunity to
offer his or her amendment to the Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies appropriations bill under an
open rule.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the amendment and extraneous
material be placed in the RECORD prior
to the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Ms. FOXX. Again, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’” on the previous
question and ‘‘no’ on the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

O 1815

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, we
need to pass this rule and we need to
pass this bill. This is a bill that pro-
vides funds to protect public health,
moneys for the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, and it funds hunger and nu-
trition programs including fully fund-
ing WIC. There is money in here for
rural development, conservation, over-
sight, and enforcement.
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Let’s be clear, Mr. Speaker, the rea-
son why we need this bill is in large
part due to the 8 years of Republican
neglect and indifference on a lot of
these issues. More people in America
today are hungry than a year ago. And
I will tell the gentlelady from North
Carolina that yes, there are increases
in this bill, although it still comes in
under the requests of President Obama,
but there are increases in this bill, es-
pecially to help deal with the fact that
s0 many in this country can’t afford to
put food on the table.

I will also say to the gentlelady that
these aren’t just homeless people or
these are not just people without jobs.
These are increasingly working fami-
lies, people who are working who can’t
afford to put food on their table in the
United States of America, the richest
country on this planet. That is shame-
ful. And globally, because of a lack of
leadership over the last 8 years, over 1
billion people are hungry. That may
not bother some of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, but it both-
ers me, it bothers my constituents, and
it bothers the American people.

My friends can complain all they
want, but it won’t feed a single hungry
child. My friends can try all the ob-
structionist tactics that they want, but
it won’t save a single rural family
farm. The American people want relief.
They want us to provide a helping
hand. I think too many of my friends
on the other side of the aisle seem to
me more interested in delaying, ob-
structing, and killing important legis-
lation than advancing it. That may be
the advice of some high-priced political
consultant at the Republican National
Committee, but it is a bad way to serve
the American people.

Our side has repeatedly tried to reach
out and reach an accommodation on
debate and on amendments with the
minority, only to be rebuffed.

Mr. MICA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. No, I will not.

Be that as it may, our job as the ma-
jority party is to do the business of the
American people, and passing this leg-
islation is a part of doing that job.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the previous question, ‘‘yes’’ on the
rule, and ‘‘yes’’ on the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. FoxX is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 609 OFFERED BY MS.

FOXX OF NORTH CAROLINA

Strike the resolved clause and all that fol-
lows and insert the following:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker shall,
pursuant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare
the House resolved into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2997) mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2010, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived except
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
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vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. Points of order against
provisions in the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. When the committee rises
and reports the bill back to the House with
a recommendation that the bill do pass, the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

(The information contained herein was
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT

IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Democratic majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
““The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the
Floor Procedures Manual published by the
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress,
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee
described the rule using information form
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’: “If the previous
question is defeated, control of debate shifts
to the leading opposition member (usually
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
““Amending Special Rules” states: ‘“‘a refusal
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to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

[July 8, 2009]
ECONOMIST DECLARES ‘“TRAIN WRECK”’
(By Victoria McGrane)

If you thought last week’s job numbers
were bad, take a look at the latest from Mor-
gan Stanley’s chief economist, Richard
Berner.

In a research note that’s been making the
rounds of economics blogs this week, Berner
declares that ‘‘America’s long-awaited fiscal
train wreck is now under way.”’

By ‘‘train wreck,” he means out-of-control
federal budget deficits that he’s sure will fi-
nally drag the economy under—as if we
weren’t already feeling badly enough about
its shaky state.

‘“‘Depending on policy actions taken now
and over the next few years, federal deficits
will likely average as much as 6 percent of
[the gross domestic product] through 2019,
contributing to a jump in debt held by the
public to as high as 82 percent of GDP by
then—a doubling over the next decade,”
Berner writes on Morgan Stanley’s online
Global Economic Forum.

“Worse, barring aggressive policy actions,
deficits and debt will rise even more sharply
thereafter as entitlement spending acceler-
ates relative to GDP. Keeping entitlement
promises would require unsustainable bor-
rowing, taxes or both, severely testing the
credibility of our policies and hurting our
long-term ability to finance investment and
sustain growth,” he adds. ‘“‘And soaring debt
will force up real interest rates, reducing
capital and productivity and boosting debt
service.”

‘“‘Not only will those factors steadily lower
our standard of living,” Berner concludes,
“but they will imperil economic and finan-
cial stability.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question on House Resolution
609 will be followed by 5-minute votes
on adopting that resolution, if ordered;
and suspending the rules and adopting
House Concurrent Resolution 142, if or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 239, nays
183, not voting 10, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Arcuri

Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)

[Roll No. 491]
YEAS—239

Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha

NAYS—183

Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
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Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz

Coble King (IA) Price (GA)
Coffman (CO) King (NY) Putnam
Cole Kingston Radanovich
Conaway Kirk Rehberg
Crenshaw Kline (MN) Reichert
Culberson Lamborn Roe (TN)
Davis (KY) Lance Rogers (AL)
Deal (GA) Latham Rogers (KY)
Dent LaTourette Rogers (MI)
Diaz-Balart, L. Latta Rohrabacher
Diaz-Balart, M. Lee (NY) Rooney
Dreier Lewis (CA) Ros-Lehtinen
Duncan Linder Roskam
Ehlers LoBiondo Royce
Emerson Lucas Ryan (WI)
Etheridge Luetkemeyer Scalise
Fallin Lummis Schmidt
Flake Lungren, Daniel Schock
Fleming E. Schwartz
Forbes Mack Sensenbrenner
Fortenberry Manzullo Sessions
Foxx Marchant Shadegg
Franks (AZ) McCarthy (CA) Shimkus
Frelinghuysen McCaul Shuler
Gallegly McClintock Shuster
Garrett (NJ) McCotter Simpson
Gerlach McHenry Smith (NE)
Gingrey (GA) McHugh Smith (NJ)
Gohmert McKeon Smith (TX)
Goodlatte McMorris Souder
Granger Rodgers Stearns
Graves Miller (FL) Sullivan
Guthrie Miller (MI) Taylor

Hall (TX) Mitchell Terry
Harper Moran (KS) Thompson (PA)
Hastings (WA) Murphy, Tim Thornberry
Heller Myrick Tiahrt
Hensarling Neugebauer Tiberi
Herger Nunes Turner

Hill Nye Upton
Hoekstra Olson Walden
Hunter Paul Wamp

Inglis Paulsen Westmoreland
Issa Pence Whitfield
Jenkins Petri Wilson (S0)
Johnson (IL) Pitts Wittman
Johnson, Sam Platts Wolf

Jones Poe (TX) Young (AK)
Jordan (OH) Posey Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Andrews Matheson Séanchez, Linda
Fudge Miller, Gary T.

Hinojosa Moran (VA) Sestak

Holden Price (NC)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing in the vote.

Ms.

O 1837

from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Mr.

from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER

GRANGER changed her vote

KRATOVIL changed his vote

was allowed to speak out of order.)
HAPPY BIRTHDAY, JOHN DINGELL

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, I have two duties that I want
to perform tonight. One is a very happy
one, and I will do that first.

This institution has existed for a lit-
tle over 200 years. One who sits among
us has served for a quarter of that
time. He is a historic figure. He is one
of the most masterful legislators that
ever has served in this body. He is a
man of great integrity, intellect and,
as I said, legislative skill.

He has chaired one of this Congress’s
and this House’s most important com-
mittees with broad jurisdiction and has
dealt with matters across the spectrum
of the jurisdiction of that committee.
But 25 years from now, when he retires,
he will be remembered most for his
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leadership on health, on health care for
all Americans, on a passion to ensure
that each and every American has the
availability of affordable, quality
health care. We are engaged in that
issue on a bill that will be sponsored by
this gentleman.

Today, he is 83 years of age, 83 years
young. My colleagues, as all of you
know, JOHN DINGELL is revered by
many, feared by some, respected by all.

Let me now yield to my colleague
and friend, the Republican leader, Mr.
BOEHNER.

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my
colleague for yielding and say, JOHN,
that there’s hardly a Member in this
entire body that is more respected than
you, because while you can be a fierce
partisan, many of us know that you are
someone that we can work with, and
we have worked with, and there is a lot
of mutual respect.

On behalf of all of our colleagues,
JOHN, we love you and want to say
happy birthday to you.

And while you are all standing, I
have done this once before, it probably
doesn’t comply with the rules of the
House, but for those of you who don’t
know the BOEHNER birthday song, the
second verse is exactly like the first
verse.

This is your birthday song. It doesn’t
last too long. Hey.

All right, everybody, ready. This is
your birthday song. It doesn’t last too
long. Hey.

Happy birthday.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I know
that every Member would, if we were
going to take the time, rise to express
their deep affection and respect and ad-
miration for you, my friend. And I
count it a great honor that you have
been my friend for every year that I
have served in the Congress, and I am
looking forward to being with you for a
long time to come.

HONORING SALLY CROWE

Mr. HOYER. Now, ladies and gentle-
men, I said I rose for two purposes, one
was happy. Obviously, that was the
happy one.

I came to Congress 29 years ago. JOHN
DINGELL came to Congress 53 years ago.
Sally Crowe came to Congress 57 years
ago. You may not know Sally Crowe by
name, but you know Sally Crowe.

Sally Crowe was the hostess who
greeted all of us in the House res-
taurant. She was a wonderful spirit.
She died while we were on break this
month. She died after having had a
very substantial fall. And others may
have retired, as she surely could have.
She chose not to retire, however, and
she returned to the place that she
loved and served so well.

We are all advantaged by those who
are not known widely outside this in-
stitution, but who served this institu-
tion with a devotion to country, devo-
tion to the institution, and devotion to
each and every one of us and, in Sally’s
case, to the guests who came and vis-
ited with us and ate with us in the din-
ing room or were visitors here and ate
there.
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She was courteous, kind, respectful,
affectionate. I will remember Sally
with great affection. Her family lives
in my district.

I want to say on behalf of all of us to
her family how much we appreciated
her love, her service to us and to her
country; and I want to yield to my
friend, ZACH WAMP of Tennessee.

O 1845

Mr. WAMP. I thank the leader, and
on behalf of our side, we all rise to
honor Sally’s extraordinary life and
service.

I think there is nothing we can do
more than to serve those men and
women in the uniform of our armed
services, and Sally thought there was
nothing she could do greater than to
serve us. And she did that for 57 years.

She died at 92, and she didn’t like to
talk at all about how long she had
worked here or how old she was. She
was Irish to the core, and she loved her
Irish blood. She was feisty, beautiful,
always pleasant.

Many of you remember John Corbin
who was her senior partner. He had 2
years seniority on her, and he passed a
couple of years ago. And no one really
ever got out of him how long he had
been here except he had been here 2
years longer than Sally, and now we
know that he literally served 57 years
and he passed 2 years ago. He would
leave the Members’ Dining Room and
go work the post office all the way
through his life, and lived almost as
long as Sally, and she worked and
wanted to work as long as she could
breathe.

She came here at 4:30 in the morning
every day to beat the traffic. She was
a creature of habit. She would sit there
and wait for us to come in the morn-
ing. And I have to tell you, every one
of you, the angels in Heaven are fas-
cinated to be talking to Sally today.
They are fascinated because she loved
us and loved this House for 57 years.
And we rise to honor her beautiful life.
And her daughters today I hope will
know that the full House appreciates
Sally Crowe’s life and service to us.

Mr. HOYER. I want to thank my
friend, ZAcH WAMP, for his memory of
Sally and his expression of love on be-
half of all of us.

Sally was awarded the John W.
McCormack Annual Award of Excel-
lence for Service to the House. Without
Sally Crowe, life in this building would
have ground to a halt in many re-
spects. Now it won’t grind to a halt, it
won’t grind to a halt because we are
advantaged by so many who care for
this institution. And we thank them
all.

But today, we remember a wonderful,
decent, good, loving human being, our
friend, Sally Crowe. God rest her soul.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-

consider the vote by which the pre-

vious question was ordered on the reso-

lution, H. Res. 609.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to recon-

sider.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I demand a

recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 175, noes 251,

not voting 6, as follows:

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Arcuri
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Baca
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry

[Roll No. 492]
AYES—175

Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Graves
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)

NOES—251

Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield

Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes

Nye

Olson
Paulsen
Pence

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Posey

Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Buyer
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay

The
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Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.

Andrews
Fudge
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Jones

Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy

Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul

Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello

NOT VOTING—6

Granger
Hinojosa

Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Schwartz
Sestak

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes are remaining

in the vote.

Messrs.

[ 1856

ROTHMAN of New Jersey

and ADLER of New Jersey changed
their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”
So the motion to reconsider was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
Stated against:

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 492, had | been present, | would have

voted “no.”



July 8, 2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
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The

question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays
186, not voting 8, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Arcuri

Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel

Eshoo

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Foster
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al

[Roll No. 493]
YEAS—238

Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono

Hodes
Holden

Holt

Honda

Hoyer

Inslee

Israel
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy

Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell

Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch

Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)

Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner

Welch Wilson (OH) Wu
Wexler Woolsey Yarmuth
NAYS—186
Aderholt Franks (AZ) Murphy, Tim
Akin Frelinghuysen Myrick
Alexander Gallegly Neugebauer
Austria Garrett (NJ) Nunes
Bachmann Gerlach Nye
Bachus Gingrey (GA) Olson
Barrett (SC) Gohmert Paul
Bartlett Goodlatte Paulsen
Barton (TX) Graves Pence
Biggert Guthrie Petri
Bilbray Hall (TX) Pitts
Bilirakis Harper Platts
Bishop (UT) Hastings (WA) Poe (TX)
Blackburn Heller Posey
Blunt Hensarling Price (GA)
Boehner Herger Putnam
Bonner Hill Radanovich
Bono Mack Hoekstra Rehberg
Boozman Hunter Reichert
Boustany Inglis Roe (TN)
Brady (TX) Issa Rogers (AL)
Bright Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Broun (GA) Johnson (IL) Rogers (MI)
Brown (SC) Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Brown-Waite, Jones Rooney
Ginny Jordan (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Buchanan King (IA) Roskam
Burgess King (NY) Royce
Burton (IN) Kingston Ryan (WI)
Buyer Kirk Scalise
Calvert Kline (MN) Schmidt
Camp Lamborn Schock
Campbell Lance Sensenbrenner
Cantor Latham Sessions
Cao LaTourette Shadegg
Capito Latta Shimkus
Carter Lee (NY) Shuler
Cassidy Lewis (CA) Shuster
Castle Linder Simpson
Chaffetz LoBiondo Smith (NE)
Coble Lucas Smith (NJ)
Coffman (CO) Luetkemeyer Smith (TX)
Cole Lummis Snyder
Conaway Lungren, Daniel Souder
Crenshaw E. Stearns
Culberson Mack Sullivan
Davis (KY) Manzullo Taylor
Deal (GA) Marchant Terry
Dent McCarthy (CA) Thompson (PA)
Diaz-Balart, L. McCaul Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. McClintock Tiahrt
Dreier McCotter Tiberi
Duncan McHenry Turner
Ehlers McHugh Upton
Emerson McKeon Walden
Etheridge McMorris Wamp
Fallin Rodgers Westmoreland
Flake Miller (FL) Whitfield
Fleming Miller (MI) Wilson (SC)
Forbes Miller, Gary Wittman
Fortenberry Mitchell Wolf
Foxx Moran (KS) Young (AK)
Frank (MA) Murphy (NY) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—8
Andrews Hinojosa Sestak
Fudge Jackson-Lee Stark
Granger (TX) Towns

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote.

0 1904

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
consider the vote on adoption of the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to reconsider
the vote by which House Resolution 609
was adopted.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 254,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 494]

AYES—170

Aderholt Fortenberry Moran (KS)
AKkin Foxx Murphy, Tim
Alexander Franks (AZ) Neugebauer
Arcuri Frelinghuysen Nunes
Austria Gallegly Nye
Bachmann Garrett (NJ) Olson
Bachus Gingrey (GA) Paulsen
Barrett (SC) Gohmert Pence
Bartlett Goodlatte Petri
Bfarton (TX) Grave§ Pitts
B%ggert Guthrie Platts
B}ll‘oray' Hall (TX) Poe (TX)
Bilirakis Harper Posey
Bishop (UT) Hast1ng§ (WA) Price (GA)
Blackburn Hensarling Putnam
Blunt Herger Radanovich
Boehner Hoekstra Rehber
Bonner Hunter e 8

N Reichert
Bono Mack Inglis
Boozman Issa Roe (TN)

. Rogers (AL)

Boustany Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Brady (TX) Johnson (IL)

X Rogers (MI)
Bright Jordan (OH) Rohrabacher
Broun (GA) King (IA) Roone
Brown (SC) King (NY) Roe Lotinen
Brown-Waite, Kingston Roskam

Ginny Kirk
Buchanan Kline (MN) Royce
Burton (IN) Lamborn Ryar} (WD)
Buyer Lance Scalise
Calvert Latham Schmidt
Camp LaTourette Schock
Campbell Latta Senslenbrenner
Cantor Lee (NY) Sessions
Capito Lewis (CA) Shadegg
Carter Linder Shimkus
Cassidy LoBiondo Shuler
Castle Lucas Shuster
Chaffetz Luetkemeyer Simpson
Coble Lummis Smith (NE)
Coffman (CO) Lungren, Daniel ~ Smith (NJ)
Cole E. Smith (TX)
Conaway Mack Souder
Crenshaw Manzullo Stearns
Culberson Marchant Sullivan
Davis (KY) McCarthy (CA) Thompson (PA)
Deal (GA) McCaul Thornberry
Dent McClintock Tiahrt
Diaz-Balart, L. McCotter Tiberi
Diaz-Balart, M. McHenry Turner
Dreier McHugh Upton
Duncan McKeon Wamp
Ehlers McMorris Westmoreland
Emerson Rodgers Whitfield
Fallin Mica Wilson (SC)
Flake Miller (FL) Wittman
Fleming Miller (MI) Wolf
Forbes Miller, Gary Young (FL)

NOES—254
Abercrombie Burgess Cuellar
Ackerman Butterfield Cummings
Adler (NJ) Cao Dahlkemper
Altmire Capps Davis (AL)
Baca Capuano Davis (CA)
Baird Cardoza Dayvis (IL)
Baldwin Carnahan Dayvis (TN)
Barrow Carney DeFazio
Bean Carson (IN) DeGette
Becerra Castor (FL) Delahunt
Berkley Chandler DeLauro
Berman Childers Dicks
Berry Clarke Dingell
Bishop (GA) Clay Doggett
Bishop (NY) Cleaver Donnelly (IN)
Blumenauer Clyburn Doyle
Boccieri Cohen Driehaus
Boren Connolly (VA) Edwards (MD)
Boswell Conyers Edwards (TX)
Boucher Cooper Ellison
Boyd Costa Ellsworth
Brady (PA) Costello Engel
Braley (IA) Courtney Eshoo
Brown, Corrine Crowley Etheridge
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Farr Loebsack Ross
Fattah Lofgren, Zoe Rothman (NJ)
Filner Lowey Roybal-Allard
Foster Lujan Ruppersberger
Frank (MA) Lynch Rush
Gerlach Maffei Ryan (OH)
Giffords Maloney Salazar
Gonzalez Markey (CO) Sanchez, Linda
Gordon (TN) Markey (MA) T.
Grayson Marshall Sanchez, Loretta
Green, Al Massa Sarbanes
Green, Gene Matheson Schakowsky
Griffith Matsui Schauer
Grijalva McCarthy (NY) Schiff
Gutierrez McCollum Schrader
Hall (NY) McDermott Schwartz
Halvorson McGovern Scott (GA)
Hare McIntyre Scott (VA)
Hastings (FL) McMahon Serrano
Heinrich McNerney Shea-Porter
Heller Meek (FL) Sherman
Herseth Sandlin ~ Melancon Sires
Higgins Michaud Skelton
Hill Miller (NC) Slaugh

: R aughter
Himes Miller, George Smith (WA)
Hinchey Minnick Snyder
Hirono Mitchell Space
Hodes Mollohan Spei
Holden Moore (KS) peler
Holt Moore (WI) Spratt
Honda Moran (VA) Stark
Hoyer Murphy (CT) Stupak
Inslee Murphy (NY) Sutton
Israel Murphy, Patrick Tanner
Jackson (IL) Murtha Taylor
Jackson-Lee Myrick Teague

(TX) Nadler (NY) Terry
Johnson (GA) Napolitano Thompson (CA)
Johnson, E. B. Neal (MA) Thompson (MS)
Johnson, Sam Oberstar Tierney
Jones Obey Titus
Kagen Olver Tonko
Kanjorski Ortiz Towns
Kaptur Pallone Tsongas
Kennedy Pascrell Van Hollen
Kildee Pastor (AZ) Velazquez
Kilpatrick (MI) ~ Paul Visclosky
Kilroy Payne Walden
Kind Perlmutter Walz
Kirkpatrick (AZ) Perriello Wasserman
Kissell Peters Schultz
Klein (FL) Peterson Watson
Kosmas Pingree (ME) Watt
Kratovil Polis (CO) Waxman
Kucinich Pomeroy Weiner
Langevin Price (NC) Welch
Larsen (WA) Quigley Wexler
Larson (CT) Rahall Wilson (OH)
Lee (CA) Rangel Woolsey
Levin Reyes Wu
Lewis (GA) Richardson Yarmuth
Lipinski Rodriguez Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—8

Andrews Harman Sestak
Fudge Hinojosa Waters
Granger Meeks (NY)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing in the vote.

So the motion to reconsider was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced

0 1912

as above recorded.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3081, DEPARTMENT OF
STATE, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. MCGOVERN, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 111-193) on the resolution (H.
Res. 617) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3081) making appropria-
tions for the Department of State, for-
eign operations, and related programs

for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2010, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2701, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2010

Mr. MCGOVERN, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 111-194) on the resolution (H.
Res. 618) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2701) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2010 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government,
the Community Management Account,
and the Central Intelligence Agency
Retirement and Disability System, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

———

SUPPORTING NATIONAL MEN’S
HEALTH WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and agreeing to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
142.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. LYNCH) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 142.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 3,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 495]

This

AYES—417
Abercrombie Barrett (SC) Bishop (UT)
Ackerman Barrow Blackburn
Aderholt Bartlett Blumenauer
Adler (NJ) Barton (TX) Blunt
AKkin Bean Boccieri
Alexander Becerra Boehner
Altmire Berkley Bonner
Arcuri Berman Bono Mack
Austria Berry Boozman
Baca Biggert Boren
Bachmann Bilbray Boswell
Bachus Bilirakis Boucher
Baird Bishop (GA) Boustany
Baldwin Bishop (NY) Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
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Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo

Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
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Ryan (OH) Skelton Towns
Ryan (WI) Slaughter Tsongas
Salazar Smith (NE) Turner
Sanchez, Linda Smith (NJ) Upton

T. Smith (TX) Van Hollen
Sanchez, Loretta Smith (WA) Velazquez
Sarbanes Snyder Visclosky
Scalise Souder Walden
Schakowsky Space Walz
Schauer Speier Wamp
Schiff Spratt Wasserman
Schmidt Stark Schultz
Schock Stearns Waters
Schrader Stupak Watson
Schwartz Sullivan Watt
Scott (GA) Sutton Waxman
Scott (VA) Taylor Welch
Sensenbrenner Teague Westmoreland
Serrano Terry Wexler
Sessions Thompson (CA) Whitfield
Shadegg Thompson (MS) Wilson (OH)
Shea-Porter Thompson (PA) Wilson (SC)
Sherman Thornberry Wittman
Shimkus Tiahrt Wolf
Shuler Tiberi Wu
Shuster Tierney Yarmuth
Simpson Titus Young (AK)
Sires Tonko Young (FL)

NOES—3
Flake Kingston Paul
NOT VOTING—12

Andrews Granger Sestak
Cleaver Hinojosa Tanner
DeFazio Melancon Weiner
Fudge Murtha Woolsey

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

0 1920

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
concurrent resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 41, noes 369,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 496]

AYES—41

Bartlett Gohmert Pence
Barton (TX) Halvorson Price (GA)
Blackburn Hensarling Sensenbrenner
Boccieri Johnson (IL) Sessions
Boehner Johnson, Sam Shadegg
Broun (GA) Kilroy Shimkus
Campbell King (IA) Smith (NE)
Chaffetz Lamborn Souder
Coffman (CO) LaTourette Thornberr

v
Connolly (VA) McHenry .
Flake Mica Tiahrt
Foxx Miller, George Westmoreland
Garrett (NJ) Olson Young (AK)
Gingrey (GA) Paul Young (FL)

NOES—369

Abercrombie Adler (NJ) Altmire
Ackerman Akin Arcuri
Aderholt Alexander Austria

Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blumenauer
Blunt
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Dayvis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth

Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gerlach
Giffords
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan

Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MeclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
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Ryan (WI) Slaughter Turner
Salazar Smith (NJ) Upton
Sanchez, Linda Smith (TX) Van Hollen

T. Smith (WA) Velazquez
Sanchez, Loretta Snyder Visclosky
Sarbanes Space Walden
Scalise Speier Walz
Schakowsky Spratt Wamp
Schauer Stark Wasserman
Schiff Stearns Schultz
Schmidt Stupak Waters
Schock Sutton Watson
Schrader Taylor Watt
Schwartz Teague Waxman
Scott (GA) Terry Welch
Scott (VA) Thompson (CA) Wexler
Serrano Thompson (MS) Whitfield
Shea-Porter Thompson (PA) Wilson (OH)
Sherman Tiberi Wilson (SC)
Shuler Titus Wittman
Shuster Tonko Wolf
Simpson Towns Wu
Skelton Tsongas Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—22
Andrews Hinojosa Sires
Berry Linder Sullivan
Buyer Maloney Tanner
Childers Matsui Tierney
Dicks Melancon Weiner
Fudge Murtha Woolsey
Granger Peterson
Gutierrez Sestak
[ 1936

So the motion to adjourn was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on H.R. 2997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

————

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 609 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2997.

0 1937
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2997)
making appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2010, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. SNYDER in the chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.
The gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO) and the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.
The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I'm delighted to present the 2010 Ag-
riculture-FDA appropriations bill. I
want to thank the ranking member,
Congressman KINGSTON, for his collabo-
ration and his input over the last few
months. I thank both the minority and
majority staff as well for their tireless
work. Lastly, and especially not least,
a special thank you to Chairman OBEY
for his counsel and for the resources he
provided to make this bill possible and
for his leadership and vision to ensure
that we can continue to get things
done and achieve our goals.

We stand today at a turning point.
Today, we’re talking about people’s
lives—struck hard by an economy in
chaos, facing shrinking services and
struggling with rising prices and unem-
ployment.

I believe the administration’s budget
demonstrates that it is interested,
after years of underinvestment in the
Federal Government’s capabilities, in
protecting public health, supporting
American agriculture, strengthening
rural communities, and conserving the
environment.

This bill proposes new investments in
these priorities and the agencies that
can help us meet them, while making
specific and sensible budget cuts where
feasible.

As in recent years, the bill focuses on
several key areas, such as: Protecting
public health; bolstering food nutrition
programs; investing in rural commu-
nities; supporting agriculture research;
strengthening animal health and mar-
keting programs; and conserving our
natural resources.

The fiscal year 2010 Agriculture-FDA
appropriations bill provides for almost
$23 billion in funding. It is an 11 per-
cent increase over 2009 levels, the vast
majority of which went toward three
program areas: The WIC program, the
FDA, and International Food Aid. Ad-
ditionally, in order to make these im-
portant investments, to use the re-
sources available to it wisely, the bill
proposes a number of cuts totaling
more than $735 million.

To protect the public health, the bill
provides a substantial increase for the
Food and Drug Administration to sup-
port a total discretionary funding level
of almost $3 billion, or a 15 percent in-
crease—almost $373 million. That is to
hire additional inspectors, conduct
more inspections of domestic and for-
eign food and medical products. And, as
many of us know, the FDA has been
underfunded for far too long. This is
not only a matter of public health and
consumer safety, it is a matter of na-
tional and economic security.

Not all of the dangers that threaten
the health and safety of American fam-
ilies can be found in airports, border
checkpoints, or harbor containers.
Sometimes they lurk in our refrig-
erators and on our kitchen table. From
E. coli in cookie dough to salmonella
in peanut butter, we have seen very
real threats posed by food contamina-
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tion in recent years. And we just can-
not afford to neglect our food safety
system any longer.

The FDA’s primary responsibility is
to the American people to ensure the
safety of the food they eat, the drugs
they take, and the medical devices
they rely on. With this increased fund-
ing, they will have the resources and
manpower they need to keep us safe.

In addition, the bill fully funds the
administration’s request for the Food
Safety and Inspection Service at the
USDA, the Department of Agriculture.
It puts in over $1 billion dollars for
FSIS for the first time in history.

In terms of conservation, the com-
mittee makes a significant investment
in USDA’s natural resource conserva-
tion programs. The bill appropriates a
total of $980 million for this purpose—
a $73 million increase over the adminis-
tration’s request.

The bill rejects the administration’s
cuts to the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service’s farm bill conserva-
tion programs, which include the Wet-
lands Reserve Program, the Farm and
Ranch Lands Protection Program, and
the Wildlife Incentives Program.

It restores funding for other valuable
programs, including the Resource Con-
servation and Development Program
and the Watershed and Flood Preven-
tion Operations Program.

In the area of nutrition, the bill
works to improve nutrition and help
those hit the hardest by the current
economic crisis. Food costs and par-
ticipation in WIC continue to increase
at dramatic rates. And the bill provides
$7.5 billion for WIC to serve our Na-
tion’s vulnerable populations—10 per-
cent above last year—to support par-
ticipation of 10.1 million people.

WIC is a program that we simply can-
not afford to underfund any Ilonger,
particularly given the gravity of the
current economic climate. Our funda-
mental responsibility as legislators and
as leaders, to say nothing of basic mo-
rality and fairness, demand that we do
everything we can to help Americans
suffering right now from poverty and
malnutrition.

In the area of international food aid,
the bill expands America’s traditional
commitment to international food aid
by providing an increase of $464 million
to the P.L. 480 Title II Grants Program.
We also provide an additional $99.5 mil-
lion to the McGovern-Dole Inter-
national Food for Education and Child
Nutrition Program.

In the area of rural development, the
bill creates new opportunities for
growth and development in the Na-
tion’s small town economies by in-
creasing funding for water and waste-
water infrastructure grants by $73 mil-
lion; provides $8.7 billion for housing;
$641 million for community facilities;
and $9.3 billion for the rural utility
programs.

In research, the bill makes signifi-
cant investments in agricultural re-
search: $1.2 billion for the Agricultural
Research Service; nearly $1.2 billion for
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the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service. That
money is allocated to such programs as
the Hatch Act, Evans-Allen, the new
competitive Agriculture and Food Re-
search Initiative, Smith Lever, the 1890
programs, and the Veterinary of Med-
ical Services Act.

0 1945

With continuing volatility in the fu-
tures market, the bill provides the ad-
ministration’s request for the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission,
the CFTC, $160.6 million—$14.6 million
and 10 percent above 2009—in order to
better secure the markets from im-
proper speculation. Just yesterday the
CFTC moved to stem heavy speculative
trading in the oil, natural gas and en-
ergy markets. With this increased
funding, the Commission will be better
poised to ensure market integrity for
all honest brokers.

In closing, I look forward to working
with all of you today as we work to
craft responsible agriculture legisla-
tion that alleviates short-term suf-
fering, encourages long-term growth,
invests in our future and reflects our
priorities as a Nation.

Let me take a moment to say thank
you to our staff who have worked dili-
gently to help put this bill together.
The subcommittee majority staff: Mar-
tha Foley, our clerk; Leslie Barrack;
Matthew Smith; and Kerstin Millius
have worked closely with David Gib-
bons on the minority staff. In addition,
Brian Ronholm and Letty Mederos on
my staff and Merritt Myers from Mr.
KINGSTON’s staff all have worked very,
very hard to bring this bill to the floor
this evening. I hope the Congress will
seize this opportunity to help Amer-
ican farmers and families in these
tough times and get us moving again
on the path to recovery. I urge you to
support this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield myself as
much time as I may consume.

I thank the gentlewoman, my coun-
terpart, the chairwoman of the com-
mittee, for her great introductory re-
marks. I certainly support many parts
of this bill. I want to start out by com-
plimenting her on the process that we
have and the relationship that we have.
We have an open and honest relation-
ship. We can agree to disagree and do it
in an agreeable fashion. We have a lot
of fun on the committee. We’ve had a
lot of hearings. Many hearings where
we are interrupted by votes and then
we had to go back over there, some-
times it’s just the Chair and I who go
back; and we have our way with the
witnesses, which is always fun because
here in Washington we’d rather be the
ones with the microphone than having
somebody else have the microphone.
We just have a good time with this. I
think the staff works well together,
and I want to recognize the staff for all
their efforts at this time. On the ma-
jority staff, Martha Foley, Leslie Bar-
rack, Jason Weller, Matt Smith,
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Kerstin Millius, Brian Ronholm and
Letty Mederos. I thank everybody on
that side for working with our folks.
Our folks are Dave Gibbons, Merritt
Myers, Meg Gilley, Bernie Tokarz and
Jarr Rosenbaum who all worked close-
ly with us over the years; and we ap-
preciate the work of the staff.

I think that if you look at one of the
things that this bill has also done in
this atmosphere where earmarks are
under a lot of scrutiny, in 2006 this bill
had $865 million in earmarks. The bill
we are looking at tonight has $219 mil-
lion. That is a substantial reduction. In
2008 there were about 400 earmarks in
the bill, and now we’re down to about
322. So we’re making a lot of progress
in reducing the number of earmarks,
and that is a good thing.

What this bill does not have though
is spending reductions; and unfortu-
nately, Mr. Chairman, we spend a lot of
time talking about increase in spend-
ing, but we don’t talk about efficiency
and effectiveness. The purpose of Con-
gress really shouldn’t be just to spend
more money on an authorized program.
We should make sure that the pro-
grams are effective, they’re efficient,
and are doing their intended purpose.
Increasing WIC or increasing food
stamps, is that a good thing? I would
challenge that premise that it’s not
necessarily a good thing. It may be a
necessary thing to do. But just because
we’ve increased food stamps or WIC
spending, I don’t think we can polish
off our halos and pat ourselves on the
back. I think it underscores a situation
in society that we need to be address-
ing, some of it in this committee, some
of it in the authorizing committee; but
certainly all Members of Congress,
what do you do to help encourage peo-
ple to be more independent so they do
not have to depend on the U.S. Con-
gress year after year? Spending in this
bill is up about 14 percent overall. It’s
a $123.8 billion bill. The discretionary
portion is up nearly 13 percent from
about $20 billion to nearly $23 billion.
The FDA is up 13 percent, from $2.6 bil-
lion to about $3 billion; and CFTC, the
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion, has gone from $140 million to $160
million, which is about a 14 percent in-
crease.

Now for these increases, what will we
get for the taxpayer dollar? What does
it do for us? It just really, we know,
grows the bureaucracy. It doesn’t al-
ways get something done better or
faster. I think that when we spend
more money, we should have a meas-
urement of the expectation, particu-
larly in an economy that is floun-
dering, an economy right now that has
an $11 trillion national debt. I think
my colleagues here don’t need me to
remind them where money comes from.
We print it; we tax it from those who
have earned it; or we borrow it from
countries such as China, to whom we
owe about $622 billion right now. Truly
the national debt is a big problem. It’s
not the 500-pound gorilla in the room.
It’s, rather, a whole lot of gorillas that
are in the room.
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I think as a Republican, one reason
why we are in the minority is because
we spent too much money. Republicans
had a brand identity of being fiscal
conservatives, and unfortunately we
threw that away. There was a war.
There was a hurricane. There were
flooding problems. There was ter-
rorism. There were domestic attacks.
But that’s not an excuse. However,
now, particularly with this administra-
tion, spending seems to be on super-
charge; and as government increases in
size, the private sector seems to de-
crease in size.

Take, for example, the recently
passed stimulus program, $790 billion
in deficit spending at a time when un-
employment was 8 percent; and the
President said we have to do something
that will give us drastic and immediate
results. Now instead of that unemploy-
ment rate being decreased, it’s almost
10 percent; and 1.5 million new people
are out of work since the passage of the
stimulus program. Yet here we are
again tonight, saying we can pass a bill
with a 14 percent increase on it, and
that is synonymous with good. Mr.
LEWIS on the committee actually of-
fered a substitute amendment in what
we call the 302(b) allocation that would
have actually held spending to a 2 per-
cent increase over last year’s level.
That was rejected on a party-line vote.
But I think Mr. LEWIS was trying to
say, we’ve got to rein in control of the
spending because it’s clear more spend-
ing does not create more jobs.

There are other issues in this bill
which we, in the minority, have tried
to address through amendments. Now
unfortunately despite the fact that we
turned in to the Rules Committee 90
amendments—and I'll say I had not
seen those amendments. I was trying
to focus our minority efforts on about
8 to 10 to 12 particular amendments,
amendments which I thought were sub-
stantial, substantive, that were good
government, maybe philosophical dis-
agreements here or there; and I had
lots of communication with our Mem-
bers. So I'm not sure where the other 70
to 80 amendments came from. But I do
know with the prefiling of amendments
that Members are more inclined to
throw a lot of amendments out there to
the Rules Committee in order to pro-
tect themselves should they decide to
go forward on their amendments be-
cause if they don’t prefile, then they
can’t even have consideration. But be-
cause of the continuing practice of
closed rules, most of these amend-
ments, of course, were rejected. To-
night I believe we’re going to be look-
ing at two or three substantive amend-
ments, then some earmark amend-
ments, and then a couple of non-
controversial amendments. And I'm ap-
preciative of that. But I do think that
we should open up this process a lot
more.

There are other things that we
should be discussing that are not in
this bill, like a limitation on housing
payments for illegal aliens. We need to
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be discussing categorical eligibility for
food stamps; and this is a practice
widespread right now in the States
where if you qualify for one entitle-
ment program, then you’re automati-
cally going to be enrolled in food
stamps. What the unintended con-
sequence of that is, some people who
have substantial net worth are going to
be able to get food stamps because
they’re unemployed. And we all know,
tragically, a lot of people are unem-
ployed right now; but some of them
have a lot of assets in the bank. Yet
under the State interpretations of cat-
egorical eligibility, they’re automati-
cally enrolled in food stamps. I think
that’s taking away food stamps from
somebody who truly deserves it. We are
unable to have an amendment on that.
Also payment limitations to farmers
who are ineligible for programs. From
2003 to 2006 the USDA discovered about
$50 million that was paid to farmers
who were not eligible to receive pay-
ments. I think that should be addressed
in this bill a little more closely than it
is. We did offer an amendment on that,
but it was not supported. In 2006 the
food stamp program made $1.29 billion
in overpayments. An amendment that
would have prohibited illegal recipi-
ents from getting the money I think
would have been something good for
this bill, but that was not accepted.
There was another amendment offered
on P.L. 480. It’s interesting, P.L. 480,
we have increased that substantially.
That’s our foreign food assistance pro-
gram. It has popular, broad bipartisan
support. But on the same hand, I don’t
think we had enough oversight, enough
discussion as to why that spending
needed to spike up to the tune of get-
ting $700 billion in a supplemental bill
and then another $464 million in this
bill. These things are of great concern
to me, and we will discuss some of
these in more detail.

I look forward to the debate. I look
forward to the amendments. Again, I
want to close with where I started with
my chairwoman. I enjoy working on
the committee, enjoy working with the
staff; and we’re going to continue to be
engaged in this process. It won’t just
end tonight. We’re going to make sure
that we follow this bill all the way
through; and to the degree that the mi-
nority is able to participate, we will be
there. But thank you for letting us
work with you.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BAcCA).

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chair, I rise today to
voice my strong support for H.R. 2997,
the Agriculture appropriations bill for
fiscal year 2010.

I thank my good friend ROSA
DELAURO for her leadership on this
vital legislation which helps put food
on the table for more needy families.
Americans are suffering through the
worst economic crisis since the Great
Depression. More and more families are
forced to seek assistance in order to
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feed themselves and their loved ones.
As Chair of the Agriculture Sub-
committee on Nutrition, I am pleased
that this legislation makes a strong
commitment to feeding the impover-
ished and ending hunger in America.
Today’s legislation provides more than
$7.5 million to ensure that some of the
most wonderful in our society, women
and young children, have access to nu-
tritious foods during these tough
times. These funds will ensure another
700,000 women, infants and children
will have access to WIC benefits. In ad-
dition, H.R. 2997 provides $180 million
to give nutritious foods to over half a
million low-income senior, disabled,
and women and children through the
Commodity Supplemental Foods Pro-
gram. I urge my colleagues to support
this legislation.

O 2000

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida.

Mr. MICA. I want to thank our rank-
ing member, Mr. KINGSTON, for yielding
time.

I would have liked to have actually
spoken on the rule. As some of you
may know, I protested the rule. I didn’t
bring the House business to a halt, but
I did ask several reconsiderations and a
motion to adjourn, exercising my right
in the minority, and as a House Mem-
ber, to proceed on business that I felt
was only fair and equitable as far as
treatment of a Member when a Member
has a problem in his district.

I have the great honor and privilege
of representing an urban area, a subur-
ban area, and also a rural area from ba-
sically north of Orlando to just south
of Jacksonville. The western part of
the central and the center part of the
northern part of the State is agri-
culture and rural. It is a great area.
People work hard. They are some of
the most dedicated, hardworking
Americans I know.

Unfortunately, several months ago,
we had a disastrous series of rains. We
had up to 30 inches of rain in some of
the areas. I have pictures of potato
fields. My district is one of the largest
potato growth and farm areas in the
Nation. These fields behind me here
were all covered with water and cov-
ered for multiple days with sun and
rain. What happened is basically the
potatoes rotted and we had $50 million
worth of damage, which really isn’t a
huge amount of money when we deal
with billions here, but it means the dif-
ference between life and death, be-
tween staying in business and keeping
people employed in my district.

I had asked the Rules Committee for
a small change in a program that is
called Supplemental Review Assistance
program, and those are Federal pro-
grams that farmers in my district paid
premiums for, participated in, and were
eligible for. In fact, 85 percent of the
potato farmers were eligible for par-
ticipation in those programs, but the
problem that we had, in spite of their
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having this insurance, is that the tim-
ing of the disaster was such and the
rules by which they assess eligibility
and disaster payments under SURE
would arrive after the crop losses, be-
cause some of the data has to be com-
puted for payment rates a year after
the harvest. Now, that doesn’t help
people who are trying to do plantings,
and we have different seasons from
other parts of the United States. It
doesn’t help people who are trying to
keep folks employed in the farm busi-
ness, and it doesn’t help farmers who
are trying to keep their door open.

I asked for a small change, and if you
look at the rule, they actually put in
some changes, and they were, I hate to
say it, legislating on appropriations to
help folks. And we normally do that.
We help each other in the House of
Representatives when our areas have a
disaster.

Now, I wasn’t asking for any more
money. I wasn’t asking for another big-
ger program. There is plenty of money
there. It is the timing of the disaster
and this particular requirement to get
funds and make my farmers eligible
and farmers through this devastated
area eligible.

So I’'m very disappointed. I must say
that I have the highest respect for Mr.
KINGSTON, and I have the greatest re-
spect for Ms. DELAURO. They do a won-
derful job. My argument, again, is not
with you. My argument is with the
Rules Committee that did not extend
the courtesy to a Member to assist his
district in a time of natural disaster. I
intend to pursue this no matter what it
takes. However, I have to get the at-
tention of the House. We are going to
find a way to bring aid to people in my
district who just want to stay in busi-
ness, who want to continue farming,
and who want to create jobs in a very
difficult economy and not be shut
down. They have paid their dues. They
have paid their fees.

We are not asking for any more
money. We are just asking for a slight
change in some of the language on the
funds that are available, and there are
plenty of funds available.

Mr. KINGSTON. I continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I just
would say to my colleague that I sym-
pathize with the difficulties and the
disaster that has befallen your district,
and I would urge you to speak to the
authorizing committee and Mr. PETER-
SON in the Agriculture Committee for
this effort.

With that, let me just yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. COURTNEY).

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairwoman for yielding.

I rise this evening to engage in a col-
loquy with the chairwoman of the sub-
committee about the desperate state of
the Nation’s dairy industry which has
experienced a disastrous collapse in
prices over the past year. During the
July recess, I had the honor of accom-
panying Chairwoman DELAURO on a
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visit to the Greenbacker Dairy Farm in
Durham, Connecticut. During that
visit, we heard firsthand from dairy
farmers all across Connecticut about
the difficulties that they are facing,
particularly regarding the cost of pro-
duction and the rapid decline of dairy
prices over the past year.

I ask the chairwoman if she could
speak to this issue and what relief
might be available to these farmers.

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman for his efforts on behalf of the
dairy industry. Over the past year,
dairy farmers across the country have
been challenged like never before. I
support efforts to provide increased re-
lief to these farmers. I thank you, Mr.
COURTNEY, Mr. WELCH, Chairman PE-
TERSON, and other Members for their
efforts. I am committed to helping
struggling dairy farmers and their fam-
ilies in Connecticut and across the
country.

Mr. COURTNEY. I thank the Chair
for her response and her staunch sup-
port of our State and national dairy
farms.

I now yield to my distinguished col-
league from Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. We appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s hard work on the Agri-
culture appropriations spending bill.
As you know, dairy farmers are cur-
rently being paid $11 per hundred-
weight on milk that costs them $18 per
hundredweight to produce. This upside-
down pay scale is absolutely
unsustainable. It has already forced
dozens of Vermont farmers out of busi-
ness.

We unsuccessfully offered an amend-
ment to the bill to raise the payment
rates on the Milk Income Loss Con-
tract program from 45 percent to 79
percent. While the MILC program isn’t
perfect, it is really a way to put money
back in the pocket of farmers.

We appreciate your support, and we
believe that you agree that Congress
must take action to help our strug-
gling dairy farmers and we cannot wa